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Editor’s Foreword 


When the Civil War and Reconstruction are presented in a superficial 
manner, pretty much the sort of presentation most of us received in 
school or the cinema, the situation appears pretty clear. You know who 
was good and who was bad, who was noble and who was a scoundrel, 
and certainly who won and who lost . . . although just who was who 
will vary with the sources of the presentation. As it happens, and as 
this very welcome volume shows, the situation was anything but sim- 
ple and any conclusions are anything but clear. It is not so easy to say 
who was good or bad, or at least how good or bad, or who acted out 
of noble or base motives, or even who won or lost. For this was not 
only the most decisive period in American history, but also the most 
complex, and our views have not ceased evolving. So, the biggest of 
many advantages of this Historical Dictionary of the Civil War and 
Reconstruction is not to have simplified but rather to have amplified 
the many complexities and contradictions so we could seek a deeper 
understanding. 

This was done, first, through a very extensive, almost blow-by- 
blow chronology that passes the whole period in review. Next, an in- 
troduction shows how our views have changed about events that have 
remained the same. Then, the dictionary section delves into the details 
and highlights the nuances with regard to a colorful cast of characters, 
North and South (or both), civilian and military (or both), good and 
bad (or both), sometimes on the top only to slip to the bottom or vice 
versa. There are also entries on major battles and campaigns, signifi- 
cant legislation, the various political parties and other organizations, 
as well as many of the issues and some of the jargon. The appendix 
provides useful background. And the bibliography includes most of 
the better works on the subject, which, although they do not always 
agree, broaden our range of opinions and help us formulate our own 
conclusions. 
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xii @ EDITOR’S FOREWORD 


This amazingly thorough analysis of the period was written by 
William L. Richter, who studied in Arizona and received a doctorate at 
Louisiana State University. Unlike most of our authors, he was only 
briefly an academic, teaching history at Cameron University in Okla- 
homa, before settling down as the owner and operator of Bill’s Farrier 
Service. But he has written as much, maybe more, than most academics 
on the Civil War and Reconstruction, starting with his dissertation, 
passing through numerous articles and book reviews, and culminating 
in several books, one on the army in Texas, another on the Freedmen’s 
Bureau in Texas, and a third, The ABC-Clio Companion to American 
Reconstruction, 1862-1877. That may explain why, although the con- 
tents are detailed and cover all the ground, the style is refreshingly un- 
academic and at times nearly literary, leaving us with not only an un- 
derstanding of the period but also an almost palpable “feel” for it. The 
second in our new series of Historical Dictionaries of U.S. Historical 
Eras, it will not be an easy act to follow. 


Jon Woronoff 
Series Editor 


Select Chronology 


1846 8 August The Wilmot Proviso was introduced in the House of 
Representatives as a rider on the $2 million appropriations bill for the 
War with Mexico. 


1847 29 December Lewis Cass announced that he was for popular sov- 
ereignty on the question of slavery in the territories. 


1848 22 May Democratic convention at Baltimore nominated Lewis 
Cass of Michigan for president. 7 June Whig Party convention at 
Philadelphia nominated war hero Maj. Gen. Zachary Taylor for presi- 
dent. 22 June Antislavery Democrats meeting at Utica, New York, 
nominated Martin Van Buren for president. 9 August Liberty Party sup- 
porters, Antislavery Democrats, and Conscience Whigs met at Buffalo, 
New York, and formed the Free-Soil Party and jointly nominated Van 
Buren for president. 8 November Whig candidate Zachary Taylor won 
the election of 1848. 


1850 29 January—20 September Compromise of 1850. 29 January 
Senator Henry Clay of Kentucky introduced a series of resolutions call- 
ing for compromising of a multitude of issues concerning slavery. 5-6 
February Senator Henry Clay spoke in favor of a compromise for the 
North and South. 4 March Senator John C. Calhoun of South Carolina 
spoke in favor of the Nonexclusion Doctrine and equal Southern rights 
to the territories. 7 March Senator Daniel Webster of Massachusetts 
spoke for no action on slavery in the territories because climate deter- 
mined it would not last there. 11 March Senator William H. Seward of 
New York spoke for a higher law that justified excluding slavery from 
the West. 8 May Clay’s committee in the Senate introduced the Omnibus 
Bill covering slavery in the territories and a second bill prohibiting the 
slave trade in the District of Columbia, but they failed to be passed. 10 
June Nashville Convention. 9 July Anticompromise President Taylor 
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XIV. @ SELECT CHRONOLOGY 


died, allowing procompromise Vice President Millard Fillmore to be- 
come president. 13 August-7 September Led by Senator Stephen A. 
Douglas of Illinois, the Compromise of 1850 was passed as a series of 
individual acts, the first of which was the admission of California as a 
Free State. 15 August—6 September Texas and New Mexico Territory 
Act, Texas Republic debt assumed by United States and Texas surren- 
dered all claim to Santa Fe with no mention of slavery. Utah Territory 
Act created a new territory with no mention of slavery. 23 August-12 
September Fugitive Slave Act provided for the return of all fugitives as 
an exclusive federal prerogative. 16-17 September Abolition of the 
slave trade in District of Columbia act passed. 13-14 December Geor- 
gia platform called for adherence to Union until the North ignored any 
part of the Compromise of 1850. 


1851 1 September Narciso Lopez executed in Havana, Cuba, for lead- 
ing numerous filibustering expeditions. 


1852 Young America movement became a national passion. 20 
March Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin published and be- 
came a best-seller. 1 June Democratic convention at Baltimore nomi- 
nated Franklin Pierce of New Hampshire for president standing for the 
Compromise of 1850 and popular sovereignty deciding slavery in the 
territories. 16 June Whig convention at Baltimore nominated Lt. Gen. 
Winfield Scott for president standing for the Compromise of 1850 and 
an end to further antislavery agitation. 11 September Free-Soil Party 
met at Pittsburgh and nominated U.S. Senator John P. Hale of New 
Hampshire for president and condemned the Compromise of 1850 and 
stood for free soil and free men. 2 November Franklin Pierce elected 
with the abandonment of the Whig Party by the South. 


1853 4 March Pierce inaugurated calling for support of the Compro- 
mise of 1850 and acquisition of more territory by peaceful means. 30 
December Gadsden Purchase annexed all of present-day Arizona and 
New Mexico below the Gila River. 


1854 23 January—30 May Kansas-Nebraska Act passed under the 
leadership of Democratic Senator Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois. 28 
February Spanish seized the Black Warrior for an error in manifest. 28 
February-13 July Organization of the Republican Party in several 
states. 31 March Treaty of Kanagawa opened Japan to U.S. trade. 26 
April Eli Thayer organized the Massachusetts Emigrant Aid Society, 
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which was reorganized as the New England Emigrant Aid Society on 21 
February 1855. 16 October Abraham Lincoln’s first public denuncia- 
tion of slavery in the territories at a speech at Peoria, Illinois. 18 Octo- 
ber Ostend Manifesto called for U.S. annexation of Cuba by purchase 
or force. 


1855 30 March First election for a territorial legislature in Kansas 
dominated by Missouri “Border Ruffians.” June President Pierce ap- 
pointed Andrew Reeder as first governor of Kansas Territory. June— 
October William Walker exploited a local civil war to subjugate 
Nicaragua. 31 July President Pierce appointed Wilson Shannon of Ohio 
governor of Kansas Territory, Reeder removed as too proslavery. 5 Sep- 
tember Antislavery convention at Big Springs, Kansas Territory, repu- 
diated acts of proslavery legislature. 23 October—5 November Topeka 
Convention drew up antislavery constitution for Kansas. 26 Novem- 
ber—7 December Wakarusa War ended in stalemate. 


1856 24 January President Pierce condemned the Topeka govern- 
ment as illegal. 11 February President Pierce warned Free Staters and 
Border Ruffians to disperse. 22 February The American (Know Noth- 
ing) Party met at Philadelphia and nominated Millard Fillmore for 
president on a Nativist platform. 14 May After repudiating William 
Walker’s takeover of Nicaragua, President Pierce received his emis- 
sary, a virtual recognition. 19-20 May Senator Charles Sumner of 
Massachusetts delivered his “Crime against Kansas” speech. 21 May 
Sacking of Lawrence, Kansas. 22 May Congressman Preston Brooks 
of South Carolina assaulted Senator Charles Sumner on the floor of the 
Senate for insulting a relative. 24 May Pottawatomie Massacre of five 
nonslaveholding Southern settlers led by John Brown. 2 June Demo- 
cratic Party convention met at Cincinnati and nominated James 
Buchanan for president on a platform of popular sovereignty and sup- 
port for the Kansas-Nebraska Act. 4 June Governor Shannon ordered 
all armed bodies to disperse in Kansas. 17 June Republican Party met 
at Philadelphia and nominated John Charles Frémont for president on 
a platform opposing the twin evils of slavery and polygamy in the ter- 
ritories and a Free State Kansas. 3 July House of Representatives 
passed a bill to admit Kansas as a proslave state, which was rejected in 
the Senate. 18 August Unable to stop reoccurring guerrilla warfare, 
Governor Shannon resigned, to be replaced by John W. Geary of Penn- 
sylvania. 15 September Governor Geary had U.S. Army intercept 


XVI @ SELECT CHRONOLOGY 


1,500 Border Ruffians, bringing temporary peace to Kansas. 17 Sep- 
tember Whig Party met at Baltimore and nominated Millard Fillmore 
of the American Party for president. 4 November James Buchanan 
elected president of the United States. 


1857 4 March Geary resigned as Kansas Territory governor citing dis- 
agreements with President Pierce. President Buchanan inaugurated, 
pledged federal noninterference and popular sovereignty in the territo- 
ries. 6 March Dred Scott v. Sanford decided by U.S. Supreme Court, 
ruling that African Americans were not citizens, that slavery had an ex- 
traterritorial quality, and that the South was correct in its doctrine of 
federal noninterference with slavery in the territories. 26 March Presi- 
dent Buchanan appointed Robert J. Walker of Mississippi as Kansas 
Territory governor, Walker pledged a fair vote in Kansas. 1 May Fili- 
busterer William Walker surrendered to U.S. Navy after being run out 
of Nicaragua by Cornelius Vanderbilt, his original sponsor. 15 June 
Elections in Kansas returned a proslave majority to the constitutional 
convention to meet in October. 15 July Free Staters meeting at Topeka 
in their own constitutional convention agreed to wait and let Governor 
Walker try for a fair election to territorial legislature. 5 October Terri- 
torial elections, strictly supervised by Governor Walker, gave a Free 
State majority in legislature in Kansas. 19 October-8 November Ig- 
noring Governor Walker and recent legislative elections, the state con- 
vention in Kansas drew up the proslave Lecompton Constitution. 25 
November William Walker landed at Greytown, Nicaragua, only to be 
expelled by the U.S. Navy. 7 December The Free State Kansas territory 
legislature called for a new election in January 1858 to vote on the 
Lecompton Constitution. 17 December Governor Walker resigned 
when President Buchanan supported the Lecompton Constitution. 21 
December Free Staters boycotted the election, proslave voters in 
Kansas approved of the Lecompton Constitution. 


1858 4 January A second election in Kansas, with all parties partici- 
pating for the first time, rejected the Lecompton Constitution with or 
without slavery. 2 February President Buchanan submitted the 
Lecompton Constitution to Congress for approval of Kansas’s admis- 
sion as a slave state. 3 February Senator Stephen A. Douglas rejected 
the Lecompton Constitution as a perversion of democracy and popular 
sovereignty, causing a Democratic Party split. 23 March Senate ap- 
proved the admission of Kansas as a slave state under the Lecompton 
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Constitution. 1 April House of Representatives ordered that the 
Lecompton Constitution be resubmitted to the voters in Kansas Terri- 
tory. 30 April House of Representatives passed the English Bill, requir- 
ing a new popular election over the Lecompton Constitution, accompa- 
nied by a large federal land grant and a warning that to refuse to vote 
would delay Kansas statehood until its population reached 90,000. 4 
May Senate endorsed the English Bill over the opposition of Senator 
Douglas. 16 June In Springfield, Illinois, Abraham Lincoln accepted 
Republican Party nomination to run for U.S. Senate with “House Di- 
vided” speech. 2 August Voters in Kansas decisively rejected the 
Lecompton Constitution once again. 21 August-15 September Lincoln- 
Douglas Debates over the election to the U.S. Senate. 27 August Lincoln 
asked Douglas the Freeport Question and Douglas stated the Freeport 
Doctrine that slavery can be stopped in a territory before the vote on a 
state constitution, winning Illinois (the only Democrat to win in the 
North, except for some in Indiana) but losing the South in 1860. 


1859 9-19 May Southern Commercial Convention met at Vicksburg, 
Mississippi, and called for reopening of the African slave trade. 16-18 
October John Brown’s raid on Harpers Ferry, Virginia, suppressed by 
U.S. Marines led by U.S. Army Col. Robert E. Lee. 2 December After 
a trial, Virginia hanged John Brown for committing treason against the 
state. 


1860 27 February Lincoln’s Cooper Union address introduced him to 
the eastern voters in the North. 23 April-3 May Democratic Party met 
in Charleston and adopted the Cincinnati platform of 1856, but could not 
come to an agreement on a presidential candidate, with the Deep South 
states walking out. 9 May The former Whig-American Party met at Bal- 
timore as the Constitutional Union Party and nominated John Bell of 
Tennessee as its presidential candidate, condemning sectionalism and 
standing for the U.S. Constitution and Union. 16 May Republican Party 
met in Chicago and nominated Abraham Lincoln of Illinois as its presi- 
dential candidate on a platform of economic improvement and the 
Wilmot Proviso. 18 June Democrats met again in Baltimore and, after 
another Southern walkout, nominated Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois for 
president. 28 June Meeting at Richmond since 11 June, Southern Dem- 
ocrats nominated Vice President John C. Breckinridge of Kentucky as 
their presidential candidate for standing for nonexclusion of slavery 
from the territories and the acquisition of Cuba. 12 September William 
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Walker executed in Honduras after landing in August to subjugate the 
country. 6 November Abraham Lincoln elected president of the United 
States with a majority of the electoral vote and only 39 percent of the 
popular vote. 10 November South Carolina state legislature called a 
convention to meet on 17 December to consider secession from the 
Union. 13 November South Carolina state legislature voted to raise 
10,000 volunteers to defend the state. 15 November Maj. Robert An- 
derson appointed to command U'S. garrison at Charleston. 18 Novem- 
ber Georgia state legislature voted to raise $1 million to arm the state. 1 
December Florida state legislature met to consider questions of Union. 
4 December President James Buchanan delivered State of the Union 
message. House of Representatives named special Committee of Thirty- 
three to compromise issues of the day. 8 December President Buchanan 
appointed Philip F. Thomas of Maryland as secretary of the treasury af- 
ter Howell Cobb of Georgia resigned. 12 December Secretary of State 
Lewis Cass of Michigan resigned from Buchanan’s cabinet. 13 Decem- 
ber Seven senators and twenty-three representatives from the South 
urged secession and creation of a Southern Confederacy. 14 December 
Georgia state legislature asked South Carolina, Mississippi, Alabama, 
and Florida to appoint delegates to a convention to establish a Southern 
Confederacy. 17 December President Buchanan appointed Jeremiah 
Black of Pennsylvania as attorney general. 18 December Crittenden 
Compromise presented to U.S. Senate. 20 December South Carolina se- 
ceded. Vice President John C. Breckinridge appointed and referred Crit- 
tenden Compromise to the Committee of Thirteen. President Buchanan 
named Edwin McM. Stanton as attorney general vice Jeremiah Black, 
who had become secretary of state. 26 December Maj. Anderson trans- 
ferred the Federal garrison at Charleston from Ft. Moultrie on the main- 
land to Ft. Sumter in the bay. 29 December Secretary of War John Floyd 
of Virginia resigned. 


1861 4 January Alabama state militia seized Federal arsenal at Mt. 
Vernon and Fts. Gaines and Morgan at Mobile the next day. 6 January 
Florida state militia took Federal arsenal at Apalachicola. 8 January 
Secretary of the Interior Jacob Thompson resigned. 9 January Missis- 
sippi seceded. Merchant vessel Star of the West tried to land men and 
supplies for Ft. Sumter but was driven off by South Carolina troops. 10 
January Florida seceded. Louisiana state militia seized Federal arse- 
nal at Baton Rouge and Fts. St. Philip and Jackson at the mouth of the 
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Mississippi River. 11 January Alabama seceded. President Buchanan 
appointed John A. Dix of New York as secretary of the treasury to re- 
place Philip F. Thomas, who resigned. 14 January The Committee of 
Thirty-three and the Committee of Thirteen were unable to reach a 
compromise, but House reports the Corwin Amendment. 18 January 
President Buchanan appointed Joseph Holt of Kentucky as secretary of 
war. 19 January Georgia seceded. 20 January Mississippi state troops 
took Ship Island and Ft. Massachusetts. 24 January Georgia state 
militia took Federal arsenal at Augusta. 26 January Louisiana se- 
ceded. 29 January Kansas admitted to the Union under the Free State 
Wyandotte Constitution. 1 February Texas seceded with a referendum 
of the people to be held 23 February. 4 February Seceded states met 
at Montgomery. Washington Peace Conference convened. 7 February 
Choctaw Nation seceded. 8 February Constitution of the Confederate 
States of America adopted at Montgomery. Arkansas state troops 
seized Federal arsenal at Little Rock. 9 February Montgomery Con- 
vention elected Jefferson Davis of Mississippi and Alexander H. 
Stephens of Georgia as provisional president and vice president of the 
Confederacy. Tennessee voters refused to call secession convention. 18 
February Jefferson Davis inaugurated president of the provisional 
government. Bvt. Maj. Gen. David E. Twiggs surrendered all Federal 
troops and posts in Texas at San Antonio. 22 February Lincoln learned 
of the Baltimore Plot and agreed to be smuggled into Washington 
overnight, arriving safely the next day. 23 February Texas voters ap- 
proved secession. 27 February Washington Peace Conference sent its 
proposals for six constitutional amendments to Congress. 3 March 
Confederacy took over at Charleston under Brig. Gen. Pierre G. T. 
Beauregard. 4 March Lincoln inaugurated as president of the United 
States. 11 March Confederate Convention acting as a provisional Con- 
gress accepted the Constitution of the Confederate States of America 
and sent it out for ratification. 18 March Sam Houston resigned as 
governor of Texas, refusing to take loyalty oath to the Confederacy. 
Arkansas state convention refused to secede but voted to allow voters 
to decide in August election. 1 April Union Secretary of State William 
H. Seward submitted “Thoughts for the President’s Consideration” in 
a bid to become a prime minister. 2 April Morrill Tariff Act passed 
Congress and amended higher in 1862 and 1864. 4 April Virginia re- 
fused to secede. 6 April Lincoln informed South Carolina he will suc- 
cor Ft. Sumter. 11 April Confederates demanded the surrender of Ft. 
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Sumter; Maj. Robert Anderson refused. 12 April Confederates fired 
upon Ft. Sumter; Ft. Pickens at Pensacola reinforced without incident. 
13 April Maj. Robert Anderson surrendered Ft. Sumter to the Confed- 
eracy. 14 April Formal surrender of Ft. Sumter. 15 April Lincoln 
called up 75,000 state militia, each state receiving a quota. 17 April 
Virginia seceded with a popular referendum to be held on 23 May. 19 
April Baltimore rioted against parade of 6th Massachusetts Infantry. 
Lincoln declared blockade of South. 20 April Federal sailors and 
marines evacuated Gosport Navy Yard. 22 April Maj. Gen. Robert E. 
Lee named head of Virginia troops. 27 April Lincoln suspended the 
writ of habeas corpus along the railroad running from Washington to 
Philadelphia. 29 April Lincoln issued an executive proclamation cre- 
ating martial law in Maryland. Maryland refused to secede. 30 April 
Indian Nations abandoned by Federal troops, leaving the Five Civi- 
lized (i.e., slaveholding) Tribes to Confederate influence. 3 May Lin- 
coln called up 42,000 volunteers for three years’ service, also for eight 
new three-battalion regiments of regular infantry, one regiment of reg- 
ular artillery, and 18,000 seamen. In Great Britain, Foreign Minister 
Lord John Russell informally met with the Yancey-Rost-Mann Delega- 
tion from the Confederacy. Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott issued the 
Anaconda Plan to subdue the South. 6 May Arkansas seceded. Britain 
recognized the Confederacy as a belligerent but not as a nation. 7 May 
Tennessee seceded as Governor Isham Harris submitted an alliance 
with the Confederacy with a popular referendum set for 8 June. 10 
May St. Louis riot against the Federal capture of Camp Jackson. 13 
May Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler’s Federal troops occupied Federal 
Hill in Baltimore without orders. 20 May North Carolina seceded. 
Governor Beriah Magoffin of Kentucky issued proclamation of neu- 
trality. Confederate Congress voted to move its capital to Richmond. 
21 May Price-Harney Agreement in Missouri restored equilibrium to 
the state. 22 May Gen. Butler sent to command Fortress Monroe in 
Virginia. 23 May Virginia voters approved secession. 25 May Gen. 
Butler declared escaped slaves to be contraband of war. 28 May In ex 
parte Merryman, Chief Justice Roger B. Taney issued his circuit court 
opinion challenging President Lincoln’s arbitrary arrest policy toward 
suspected Confederate sympathizers. 31 May Bvt. Brig. Gen. 
Nathaniel Lyon replaced Brig. Gen. William S. Harney in Missouri. 1 
June Britain refused to receive Confederate privateer prizes. 3 June 
Stephen A. Douglas died of typhoid fever and exhaustion. Union vic- 
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tory in the Battle of Philippi in western Virginia. 8 June Voters in Ten- 
nessee approved secession. Gen. Robert E. Lee became military advi- 
sor to President Davis. 10 June Rebels won the Battle of Big Bethel 
near Fortress Monroe. 11 June Pro-Union elements met at Wheeling. 
17 June Union victory in Battle of Booneville, Missouri. 19 June 
Francis Pierpont named governor of loyal Virginia at Wheeling Con- 
vention. 27 June City Marshal of Baltimore George P. Kane arrested 
as pro-Confederate. 28 June Incorporation of the Central Pacific Rail- 
road at Sacramento, California, to build a transcontinental line. 2 July 
Lincoln suspended the writ of habeas corpus along the railroad lines 
from Washington to New York City. 4 July Lincoln finally called 
Union Congress into special session. 5 July Rebels won Battle of 
Carthage, Missouri. 8 July Brig. Gen. Henry H. Sibley ordered to con- 
quer Union Territory of New Mexico. 11 July Yankees won Battle of 
Rich Mountain in western Virginia. 12 July Confederate commissioner 
Albert Pike signed treaties with Choctaw and Chickasaw tribes in the 
Indian Nations. 13 July Federals won Battle of Carrick’s Ford in west- 
ern Virginia. 18 July Confederates repulsed Yankees at Blackburn’s 
Ford, Virginia. 21 July Rebels won the First Battle of Manassas, Vir- 
ginia. 25 July Crittenden Resolution passed Congress that goal of war 
was Union not emancipation. 26 July Federals surrendered Ft. Fill- 
more in New Mexico Territory. 27 July Maj. Gen. George B. McClel- 
lan assumed command of what would become the Army of the Po- 
tomac. 31 July Convention of Missouri loyalists elected Hamilton R. 
Gamble governor of the state vice Claiborne F. Jackson, gone to the 
Confederacy. 1 August Col. John R. Baylor named all of New Mexico 
south of the thirty-fourth parallel the Confederate Territory of Arizona. 
2 August Union Congress passed first income tax. 5 August Tax Law 
of 1861 passed by U.S. Congress that is also levied on the seceded 
South. 6 August First Confiscation Act passed U.S. Congress. Federal 
Congress approved of all executive measures Lincoln had issued since 
Battle of Ft. Sumter. 10 August In Missouri, Confederates won Battle 
of Wilson’s Creek. 14 August Maj. Gen. John Charles Frémont de- 
clared martial law in Missouri. 19 August Confederate Congress 
agreed to a military alliance with Rebel Missouri. 20 August Conven- 
tion at Wheeling established a new state to be called Kanawha. 30 Au- 
gust Frémont freed slaves in Missouri by unauthorized military pro- 
clamation. 2 September Lincoln requested Frémont to modify 
his emancipation order. 3 September Confederate forces entered 
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Kentucky and took Columbus. 6 September Federals took Paducah, 
Kentucky. 10 September Federals won Battle of Carnifax Ferry in 
western Virginia. 11 September Federals won Battle of Cheat Moun- 
tain in western Virginia. 12 September Lincoln ordered the arrest of 
certain disloyal members of the Maryland legislature to prevent seces- 
sion. 20 September Gen. Sterling Price and his Rebels captured Lex- 
ington, Missouri. Union lost the Battle of Ball’s Bluff on the Potomac 
in Virginia. 24 September Transcontinental telegraph completed. 31 
September Missouri formally seceded from the Union. 1 November 
McClellan replaced Scott as general-in-chief. 2 November Lincoln re- 
moved Frémont from Missouri in quarrel over emancipation in favor of 
Gen. Hunter. 4 November Confederate Maj. Gen. Thomas J. Jackson 
took command in the Shenandoah Valley. 5 November Gen. Robert E. 
Lee sent to command the south Atlantic coast. 6 November Confeder- 
ate election of 1861 selected a permanent government and Congress. 7 
November Reconstruction began in the Confederate South with a 
Union invasion of the South Carolina Sea Islands. Brig. Gen. Ulysses 
S. Grant fought first battle at Belmont, Missouri. James M. Mason and 
John Slidell, Confederate commissioners to Britain and France, re- 
spectively, taken from the British mail ship Trent by Capt. Charles 
Wilkes of USS San Jacinto. 9 November Lincoln appointed Maj. Gen. 
Henry W. Halleck to command Mississippi Valley and Maj. Gen. Don 
Carlos Buell to command Army of the Cumberland, vice Maj. Gen. 
William T. Sherman, removed for medical reasons. 18 November Hat- 
teras Convention of loyalists met in North Carolina and elected Union- 
ist Marble Nash Taylor as congressional representative but refused a 
seat in Congress. Kentucky Confederate soldiers voted to secede. 21 
November Judah P. Benjamin of Louisiana appointed secretary of war 
vice Leroy P. Walker of Alabama, who resigned, Thomas Bragg of 
North Carolina became attorney general vice Judah P. Benjamin. 26 
November The convention at Wheeling adopted a new constitution for 
the proposed state of West Virginia. 4 December U.S. Senate expelled 
Senator John C. Breckinridge of Kentucky from its body as an avowed 
Rebel. 9 December U.S. Congress created the Joint Committee on the 
Conduct of the War. 10 December Kentucky formally seceded from 
the Union. 26 December Lincoln ordered the release of Confederate 
diplomats James M. Mason and John Slidell. 


1862 10 January U.S. Senate expelled Senators Waldo P. Johnson and 
Trusten Polk of Missouri for pro-Confederate proclivities. 11 January 
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Lincoln accepted the resignation of Secretary of War Simon Cameron 
for wartime corruption and appointed him minister to Russia vice Cas- 
sius Marcellus Clay, a Kentucky abolitionist. 15 January Edwin McM. 
Stanton confirmed as U.S. secretary of war. 19 January Yankees won 
Battle of Mill Springs or Logan’s Crossroads, Kentucky. 27 January 
President Lincoln ordered Union armies to advance in General Orders 
(GO) No. 1. 30 January USS Monitor launched at Greenpoint, New 
York. 31 January Lincoln ordered Gen. McClellan to advance Army of 
Potomac in Special Orders (SO) No. 1 by 22 February. 5 February U.S. 
Senate expelled Senator Jesse Bright of Indiana for Confederate sym- 
pathies. 6 February Ft. Henry surrendered to gunboats of the Union 
freshwater navy. 8 February Union victory at Battle of Roanoke Island, 
North Carolina. 11 February Confederates evacuated Bowling Green, 
Kentucky. 13 February Grant’s Federal forces laid siege to Ft. Donel- 
son, Tennessee. 14 February Adm. Andrew Foote’s Federal gunboats 
beaten back in attack. 15 February Grant attacked by Confederates at 
Ft. Donelson, many Rebels escaped. 16 February Ft. Donelson surren- 
dered unconditionally to Grant. 20 February Lincoln’s son William 
Wallace “Willie” died of typhoid. 21 February Confederate victory at 
Val Verde, New Mexico Territory. 22 February Inaugural of permanent 
Confederate government at Richmond. 23 February Lincoln appointed 
Andrew Johnson military governor of Tennessee. 25 February Federal 
forces under Gen. Buell took Nashville. 27 February Confederate gave 
President Davis power to suspend writ of habeas corpus. 2 March Con- 
federates abandoned Columbus, Kentucky. Confederates under 
Gen. Sibley entered Albuquerque, New Mexico Territory. 4 March 
Confederates under Gen. Sibley entered Santa Fe, New Mexico Terri- 
tory. 6 March Lincoln offered federal aid to any state that will abolish 
slavery gradually. Lincoln issued GO No. 2, that McClellan leave suffi- 
cient forces to guard Washington in any operation against the Rebels. 
6-8 March Confederates lost Battle of Pea Ridge in northern Arkansas. 
8 March Ironclad CSS Virginia wrought havoc on Federal blockade 
fleet of wooden ships at Hampton Roads. 9 March Ironclad USS Mon- 
itor saved the blockade by fighting CSS Virginia to a standstill (often 
erroneously called the Monitor and the Merrimack). Confederates with- 
drew from Centerville, Virginia, revealing that many of their cannon 
were fakes or “Quaker” guns. 11 March Lincoln issued GO No. 3, re- 
moving McClellan as general-in-chief. 14 March Federals under Maj. 
Gen. John Pope took New Madrid, Missouri. Federals under Maj. Gen. 
Ambrose E. Burnside took New Berne, North Carolina. 18 March Con- 
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federate President Davis sent Judah P. Benjamin to the State Depart- 
ment vice R. M. T. Hunter, who resigned to be senator from Virginia, 
appointed George W. Randolph secretary of war vice Benjamin, and 
made Thomas H. Watts of Alabama attorney general vice Thomas 
Bragg of North Carolina, who resigned. 23 March Federals under Brig. 
Gen. Nathaniel P. Banks defeated Confederates under Maj. Gen. 
Stonewall Jackson at Kernstown, Virginia. 26 March Union won the 
Battle of Apache Canyon, New Mexico Territory, but withdrew. 28 
March Confederates won the Battle of Glorieta in New Mexico Terri- 
tory at Pigeon’s Ranch, but lost their supply column at Johnson’s 
Ranch. 5 April On the Virginia peninsula, McClellan began the Siege 
of Yorktown. 6-7 April Union Gen. Grant won Battle of Shiloh, Ten- 
nessee. 7 April Union Gen. Pope took Island No. 10 on the Mississippi 
River. 9 April Confederate Congress passed First Conscription Act. 11 
April Union Brig. Gen. Quincy A. Gillmore destroyed Ft. Pulaski at Sa- 
vannah, Georgia, demonstrating the power of rifled cannon against 
brick fortifications. 12 April Great Locomotive Chase, twenty-two Fed- 
erals captured a Confederate train in northern Georgia and raced north 
to destroy Rebel supply line, but close pursuit rendered the attempt use- 
less. Union Gen. David Hunter in command in South Carolina and 
Georgia Sea Islands declared all slaves near Ft. Pulaski to be confis- 
cated and free, one of several such orders Lincoln overturned. 15 April 
Confederate rearguard action at Peralta in New Mexico Territory to pro- 
tect Rebel retreat, while other Confederates retreated from the Battle of 
Picacho in Arizona Territory in face of approach of the Union Califor- 
nia column. 16 April Confederate President Davis signed First Con- 
scription Act. U.S. Congress abolished slavery in the District of Co- 
lumbia and all federal territories. 24 April After several day’s 
preparatory bombardment, Union Adm. David G. Farragut’s fleet 
passed the Confederate forts below New Orleans. 25 April Union Adm. 
Farragut arrived at New Orleans and took over the city. 1 May Union 
Gen. Butler began the occupation and Reconstruction of the southeast 
third of Louisiana and other sites along the Gulf of Mexico. 3 May Gen. 
Joseph Johnston’s Confederates evacuated Yorktown, Virginia, ending 
the siege. 5 May Battle of Williamsburg, Virginia, ended in a tie, but 
Confederates continued to retreat. 7 May Battle of Eltham’s Landing, 
Virginia, ended with Confederate retreat. 8 May Battle of McDowell in 
western Virginia, Confederate Gen. Jackson forced Frémont’s troops 
back to protect his left and rear in the First Shenandoah Valley Cam- 
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paign. 9 May Union Gen. Hunter freed all slaves in his command area 
along the south Atlantic coast, an order overturned by Lincoln on 19 
May. 10 May Confederate fleet defeated in Mississippi River Battle at 
Plum Run, Tennessee, near Ft. Pillow. 12 May Union Adm. Farragut’s 
fleet occupied Natchez, Mississippi. 15 May Confederates beat back 
Union naval attack at Richmond’s Drewry’s Bluff. Union Gen. Butler 
issued GO No. 28, the “Woman Order.” 18 May Union Adm. Farragut 
attacked Vicksburg, which refused to surrender. 19 May President Lin- 
coln appointed Unionist Edward Stanly as provisional governor of 
North Carolina. 20 May Homestead Act passed U.S. Congress. 23 May 
Confederate Gen. Stonewall Jackson defeated Yankees at Front Royal, 
Virginia. 25 May Confederate Gen. Jackson defeated Gen. Banks at 
Winchester, Virginia. 27 May Confederate Gen. Jackson demonstrated 
in front of Harpers Ferry. 30 May Union Gen. Halleck took Corinth, 
Mississippi, abandoned by the Confederates. 31 May-—1 June Battle of 
Seven Pines and First Fair Oaks resulted in stalemate 
in front of Richmond and wounding of Gen. Joseph E. Johnston. 1 
June Gen. Lee took command of the Army of Northern Virginia. 5 June 
Union troops captured the abandoned Ft. Pillow, Tennessee. 6 
June Confederate river fleet defeated at Memphis, Tennessee. 7 June 
Union Gen. Butler hanged William Mumford at New Orleans for 
pulling down Federal flag. 8 June Confederate Gen. Stonewall Jackson 
won Battle of Cross Keys, Virginia. 9 June Confederate Gen. Jackson 
won Battle of Port Republic, Virginia, ending the First Shenandoah Val- 
ley Campaign. 12-15 June Confederate cavalry Gen. J. E. B. Stuart 
rode a reconnaissance around McClellan’s army chased by his own fa- 
ther-in-law. 17 June Gen. Braxton Bragg named head of the Army of 
Tennessee. 22 June Tax Law of 1862 passed by the U.S. Congress cre- 
ating special tax commissioners to collect sums owed in arrears in the 
seceded South. 25 June Lee struck McClellan at the Battle of Oak 
Grove, Virginia, and got a stalemate. 25 June—1 July Seven Days Cam- 
paign. 26 June Lee attacked in Battle of Mechanicsville, Virginia, and 
won with slaughter. 27 June Lee attacked in the Battle of Gaines’ Mill, 
Virginia, and won with slaughter. 28 June Adm. Farragut bypassed 
Vicksburg to meet the Federal river fleet north of the city. 29 June Af- 
ter losing contact with McClellan for a day, Confederate Gen. Lee stuck 
him again at Savage’s Station, Virginia, taking numerous injured pris- 
oners. 30 June McClellan escaped Lee at the drawn Battle of Frayser’s 
Farm at Glendale, Virginia. 1 July Lee defeated at Battle of Malvern 
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Hill, Virginia, with slaughter. Pacific Railroad Act passed U.S. Con- 
gress and amended in 1864. 2 July U.S. Congress passed Morrill Land 
Grant College Act. 8 July President Lincoln met with McClellan at 
Harrison’s Landing, Virginia. 11 July Lincoln named Gen. Halleck gen- 
eral-in-chief. 14 July Union Gen. Pope moved his Army of Virginia 
south from Washington with bombastic addresses to troops and Con- 
federate civilians. 17 July Second Confiscation Act passed U.S. Con- 
gress. 18 July The Dix-Hill Cartel on exchange of prisoners of war 
drawn up. 19 July President Lincoln appointed John S. Phelps provi- 
sional governor of Arkansas. 22 July President Lincoln presented first 
draft of the Emancipation Proclamation to his cabinet, agreed to await 
a military success before going public with it. 24 July Union Adm. Far- 
ragut withdrew his oceangoing fleet from the Mississippi. 28 July Con- 
federate governors of the Trans-Mississippi requested a commanding 
general and arms, money, and munitions for self-defense. 29 July The 
Confederate cruiser CSS Alabama escaped from English port to be out- 
fitted for war at sea. 31 July President Lincoln stressed that Louisiana 
was to be brought back into the Union as soon as possible. 3 August 
McClellan’s Union army ordered to join Gen. Pope via Aquia Creek or 
Washington. 5 August Confederates lose the Battle of Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. 6 August Confederate ironclad CSS Arkansas sunk at Baton 
Rouge. 9 August Confederate Gen. Stonewall Jackson barely defeated 
Union at Battle of Cedar Mountain, Virginia. 14 August In front of a 
committee of black leaders, President Lincoln called for colonization of 
freed American blacks to Central America. 17 August-23 September 
Sioux Uprising in Minnesota. 20 August New York newspaper editor 
Horace Greeley claimed that abolition of slavery was the “Prayer of 
Twenty Millions.” 26 August Confederate Gen. J. E. B. Stuart’s cavalry 
outflanked Gen. Pope and struck Manassas Junction, Virginia. 27 Au- 
gust Confederate Gen. Stonewall Jackson’s infantry followed his cav- 
alry around Pope to Manassas Junction. 28 August Confederate Gen. 
Jackson attacked Pope’s confused men at Groveton, Virginia. 29 Au- 
gust In Kentucky, Confederate Gen. Kirby Smith defeated Yankees at 
Richmond. 29-30 August Confederate Gen. Lee won the Second Bat- 
tle of Manassas, Virginia. 1 September At the Battle of Chantilly, Vir- 
ginia, Confederate Gen. Jackson forced Union troops into the defenses 
around Washington. 2 September President Lincoln restored Gen. Mc- 
Clellan to field command, vice Pope, sent to Minnesota to fight the 
Sioux. 6 September Lee’s Confederate army at Frederick, Maryland. 9 
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September Lee issued GO 191, splitting his army to conquer the Union 
garrison at Harpers Ferry and hold the Cumberland Valley in Maryland. 
13 September Lee’s “Lost Order” found by Union soldiers at Freder- 
ick, Maryland. 14 September Union Gen. McClellan attacked and de- 
feated Lee’s men at the Battles of South Mountain and Crampton’s Gap, 
Maryland. 15 September Confederate Gen. Stonewall Jackson took 
Harpers Ferry. 17 September Lee and McClellan met at the Battle of 
Antietam, Maryland. In Kentucky, Gen. Bragg’s invading Confederate 
army captured Mumfordville. 19 September Lee retreated to Virginia 
after daring McClellan to attack him again. Union Gen. William S. 
Rosecrans won Battle of Iuka, Mississippi. 22 September President 
Lincoln issued the preliminary Emancipation Proclamation, giving the 
South until New Year’s to surrender or lose its right to slavery. 24 Sep- 
tember President Lincoln sought to have an asylum for the freed black 
race outside the United States. President Lincoln issued a new suspen- 
sion of the writ of habeas corpus throughout the North. 25 September 
Union Gen. Buell’s army got to Louisville ahead of Gen. Bragg’s in- 
vading Rebels. 27 September Confederate Congress passed the Second 
Conscription Act. Union Gen. Butler enrolled allegedly free Negroes in 
1st Regiment of Louisiana Native Guards. 1-4 October President Lin- 
coln visited Gen. McClellan at Antietam battleground. 3-4 October 
Union victory by Gen. Rosecrans at Battle of Corinth, Mississippi. 4 
October Confederate Governor Richard Hawes inaugurated at Frank- 
fort, Kentucky. 8 October In Kentucky, Union Gen. Buell won the Bat- 
tle of Perryville. 9-12 October Confederate cavalry Gen. Stuart rode 
around McClellan’s Union force for the second time in the war. 14 Oc- 
tober Union congressional elections resulted in Republican losses in 
Ohio, Indiana, and Pennsylvania, and a Republican victory in Iowa. 19 
October In Tennessee, Gen. Bragg’s retreating Confederates reached 
Cumberland Gap. 24 October Lincoln replaced Gen. Buell with Gen. 
Rosecrans as head of the Army of the Cumberland. 1 November Union 
Gen. McClellan reentered Virginia. 3 November Along the south At- 
lantic coast, Union Col. Thomas W. Higginson enrolled the 1st South 
Carolina (Colored) Regiment from local ex-slaves. 4 November In the 
North, the Republicans lost congressional elections in New York, New 
Jersey, Illinois, and Wisconsin, and won in New England, the border 
slave states, California, and Michigan. 7 November Lincoln replaced 
Gen. McClellan with Gen. Burnside. 15 November Confederate sec- 
retary of war George W. Randolph resigned over President Davis’s 
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constant interference with his department. 21 November President 
Davis appointed James Seddon of Virginia as new secretary of war. 1 
December President Lincoln asked U.S. Congress to consider gradual 
emancipation of slaves by | January 1900, compensation for the own- 
ers, and deportation of freed slaves out of the nation. 3 December 
Louisiana elected its first Union-loyal congressmen, B. F. Flanders and 
Michael Hahn, who are seated in the U.S. Congress until its adjourn- 
ment in March 1863. 4 December Confederate Gen. Joseph Johnston 
assumed command in the western theater. 77 December Union victory at 
the Battle of Prairie Grove, Arkansas. 10 December U.S. Congress 
passed bill to authorize the creation of state of West Virginia. 11 De- 
cember Burnside’s Federal army occupied Fredericksburg, Virginia. 13 
December Confederates won lopsided victory at Battle of Fredericks- 
burg. 15 December Union army evacuated Fredericksburg. 16 Decem- 
ber Bvt. Maj. Gen. Nathaniel P. Banks became commander of the De- 
partment of the Gulf, including Louisiana, to forward Reconstruction. 
18-20 December Collamer Committee called on President Lincoln in 
attempt to force Secretary of State William H. Seward out of cabinet, 
which failed. 20 December Confederate Gens. Earl Van Dorn and 
Nathan Bedford Forrest raided Holly Springs, Mississippi, and Jackson, 
Tennessee, and forced an end to Grant’s first attempt to capture Vicks- 
burg. 24 December Union forces took Galveston, Texas. 26 December 
President Lincoln ordered thirty-eight Sioux leaders hanged at 
Mankato, Minnesota, for rebellion. 29 December Union forces under 
the command of Gen. Sherman attacked and lost the Battle of Chicka- 
saw Bayou at Vicksburg. 31 December Confederate Gen. Braxton 
Bragg attacked Union Gen. Rosecrans at Murfreesboro, Tennessee, on 
the banks of Stones River. 


1863 1 January Emancipation Proclamation freed all slaves in Con- 
federate territory. 2 January Second day of the Battle of Stones River 
ended in Confederate defeat. 3 January Union Maj. Gen. John Mc- 
Clernand assumed command of Gen. Sherman’s men and began an 
unauthorized campaign up the Arkansas River toward Little Rock. 11 
January Union Gen. McClernand took Ft. Hindman at Arkansas Post. 
14 January Confederate Gen. Kirby Smith ordered to take command 
of the Trans-Mississippi Department. 15 January Provisional Gover- 
nor Edward Stanly of North Carolina resigned because of lack of sym- 
pathy with emancipation. 19-22 January Burnside’s Federal army at- 
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tempted to outflank Lee to his north and west in what came to be called 
the Mud March. 21 January Union Gen. Fitz John Porter, a McClellan 
advocate, was court-martialed and cashiered for failing to follow 
Pope’s orders at Second Manassas. 25 January President Lincoln re- 
placed Burnside in Virginia with Maj. Gen. Joseph Hooker. 29 Janu- 
ary Confederate Congress authorized the Erlanger Loan for $15 mil- 
lion. 22 February Ground broken in California on the Central Pacific 
Railroad. 25 February National banking system created by Congress 
and amended in 1864. 26 February Cherokee Grand Council repealed 
its secession ordinance and declared for the Union. 3 March Lincoln 
signed the federal Conscription Act into law. Captured and Abandoned 
Property Act passed U.S. Congress. U.S. Congress authorized suspen- 
sion of the writ of habeas corpus for any reason determined by the pres- 
ident during the war. 10 March Prize Cases in which the U.S. Supreme 
Court recognized Lincoln’s right to deal with the Confederacy as a bel- 
ligerent without legitimizing the Rebel government. 17 March Battle 
of Kelly’s Ford, Virginia, Federal cavalry fought the Rebel horsemen 
well for the first time in the eastern theater. 26 March Voters in West 
Virginia authorized the gradual emancipation of their slaves. 2 April 
Women of Richmond engaged in the Bread Riot over food shortages. 7 
April U.S. Navy attacked Charleston Harbor but was repulsed. 11 
April Lt. Gen. James Longstreet’s corps from Lee’s Army of Northern 
Virginia absent for one month at Suffolk siege. 16 April Union Gen. 
Grant sent his troops by land down the west bank of the Mississippi and 
had his river naval force bypass the batteries at Vicksburg. 17 April 
Union cavalry Brig. Gen. Benjamin Grierson began his raid through 
central Mississippi. 20 April President Lincoln endorsed the admission 
of the state of West Virginia on 20 June. 24 April GO No. 100, issued 
by the Adjutant General’s Office promulgating the Lieber Code, the 
American rules of war. 28 April Union Gen. Hooker began Chancel- 
lorsville, Virginia, Campaign. 29 April Battle of Grand Gulf lost by 
Union Mississippi River fleet. 30 April Gen. Grant’s army crossed the 
Mississippi to the east bank at Bruinsburg, Mississippi. 1 May Grant’s 
forces defeated Confederates at Port Gibson, Mississippi. 1-4 May 
Gen. Lee won the Battle of Chancellorsville. 2 May Grierson’s Raid 
ended with Union cavalry entering Baton Rouge. Gen. Stonewall Jack- 
son severely wounded by his own men after dark at Chancellorsville af- 
ter crushing the Union right flank. 3 May Union Col. Abel D. Streight 
and his raiders surrendered to Forrest’s outnumbered Rebel cavalry in 
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Alabama. 4 May Battle of Salem Church completed Lee’s Confederate 
victory at Chancellorsville. 5 May War protestor and Ohio congress- 
man Clement L. Vallandigham arrested by Gen. Burnside for speaking 
against the war in public. 7 May Gen. Grant decided to have his army 
live off the land in Mississippi. 10 May Gen. Stonewall Jackson died 
at Guiney’s Station, Virginia. 12 May Gen. Grant won the Battle of 
Raymond, Mississippi. 13 May Grant sent McClernand to Fourteen 
Mile Creek to freeze the Vicksburg Confederate garrison while the rest 
of his army headed to Jackson. 14 May Grant won the Battle of Jack- 
son, routing Gen. Joseph Johnston’s Rebels. Union Gen. Banks left 
New Orleans to besiege Port Hudson, Louisiana. 16 May Grant’s 
Union army intercepted Gen. John C. Pemberton’s Rebel army from 
Vicksburg at Champion’s Hill, winning a major battle. 17 May Grant 
struck Pemberton’s Confederates at Big Black River Bridge, driving 
them back to Vicksburg. 18 May Grant laid siege to Vicksburg. 19 May 
Grant impatiently assaulted Vicksburg to be driven back with loss. 
President Lincoln changed Clement L. Vallandigham’s sentence to ban- 
ishment to the Confederacy. 21 May Gen. Banks laid siege to Port 
Hudson. 22 May Grant assaulted Vicksburg for a second time to be 
driven off with loss. 25 May Clement L. Vallandigham turned over to 
Confederates in Tennessee. 27 May Gen. Banks assaulted Port Hudson 
to be driven off with loss. 30 May Gen. Lee reorganized the Army of 
Northern Virginia into three corps to cope with the loss of Gen. 
Stonewall Jackson. 3 June The first black regiment raised in the North, 
the 54th Massachusetts (Colored) Infantry, arrived at Charleston for 
battle. 9 June Realizing that Lee’s Confederates were on the move, 
Gen. Hooker sent the Union cavalry against them at Brandy Station, the 
largest cavalry battle of the Civil War. 11 June Clement L. Val- 
landigham, now in Canada having run the blockade, nominated in ab- 
sentia for governor on Democratic ticket. 14 June Lee’s army in 
Shenandoah Valley won the Second Battle of Winchester, Virginia. In 
Louisiana, Union Gen. Banks assaulted Port Hudson, again being 
driven back with loss. 15 June Battle of Stephenson’s Depot resulted 
in severe Union loss in prisoners. 16 June Lee’s Confederates crossed 
the Potomac and headed north. 20 June President Lincoln appointed 
Unionist Francis S. Pierpont provisional governor of Virginia upon cre- 
ation of West Virginia as a state. 21-22 June Cavalry battles at Aldie, 
Middleburg, and Upperville, Virginia, as Federals probe Lee’s line of 
march. 23 June In the West, Union Gen. Rosecrans began his march 
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upon Chattanooga with the Tullahoma Campaign. 25 June Lee’s cav- 
alry under Stuart rode around the Union army a third time, not rejoin- 
ing Lee until 2 July on the field at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. 27 June 
In the East, Gen. George G. Meade replaced Hooker as commander of 
the Army of the Potomac. 1-3 July Union army won Battle of Gettys- 
burg. 3 July Surrender negotiations at Vicksburg. 4 July Lee retreated 
from Gettysburg. Grant accepted the surrender of Vicksburg. 7 July 
Confederates retreated to Chattanooga, Tennessee, after Gen. Rose- 
crans’s Tullahoma Campaign. 8 July Confederates surrendered Port 
Hudson, opening the Mississippi River. Confederate cavalry raider 
John H. Morgan and his men crossed the Ohio into Indiana. 10 July 
Union operations against Battery Wagner in Charleston Harbor began. 
11 July First Union assault on Battery Wagner at Charleston failed. 13 
July Morgan’s Confederate raiders in Ohio. 13-14 July Lee’s Confed- 
erates crossed the Potomac into Virginia. 13-15 July New York an- 
tidraft riots. 18 July Second Union assault against Battery Wagner at 
Charleston failed. 19 July President Lincoln revoked appointment of 
John S. Phelps as provisional governor of Arkansas. 26 July Morgan’s 
raiders captured in Ohio. 8 August Confederate President Davis re- 
jected Gen. Lee’s offer to resign because of the loss at Gettysburg. 16 
August Union Gen. Rosecrans moved on Chattanooga. 17 August 
Union long-range artillery bombarded Ft. Sumter. 19 August Federal 
authorities resumed the draft in New York City. 21 August Confeder- 
ate guerrillas sacked Lawrence, Kansas. 25 August Union Gen. 
Thomas Ewing issued GO No. 11 that forced all civilians in certain pro- 
Confederate counties in Missouri to leave their homesteads; crops, 
houses, and barns were burned. 29 August Confederate submarine CSS 
H. L. Hunley sank with whole crew at Charleston. 2 September Union 
forces under Gen. Burnside took Knoxville, Tennessee. 6 September 
Britain retained the Laird rams, preventing their transfer to the Con- 
federate navy. 7 September Confederate forces evacuated Battery 
Wagner and all of Morris Island at Charleston. 8 September Confeder- 
ates defeated Union naval attack at Sabine Pass, Texas. 9 September 
Gen. Rosecrans entered Chattanooga, having outflanked it through the 
mountains of northern Alabama and Georgia. Confederate President 
Davis decided to send Gen. Longstreet and his corps to Tennessee to 
aid Gen. Bragg. 10 September Union troops captured Little Rock, 
Arkansas. 15 September President Lincoln suspended the writ of 
habeas corpus nationwide. 18 September President Lincoln confirmed 
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that colonization of freed slaves outside the United States was still his 
prime policy on race. 19-20 September Confederates won Battle of 
Chickamauga, Georgia, driving Yankees from field in a rout as 
Longstreet’s men debarked from trains right into the fight. 23 Septem- 
ber President Lincoln agreed to send XI and XII Corps from Army of 
the Potomac under Gen. Hooker to Tennessee to help Rosecrans be- 
sieged at Chattanooga. 9-22 October Gen. Lee launched his Bristoe 
Station Campaign. 13 October Union Party candidates won in North, 
especially in Ohio, where John Brough bested Clement L. Val- 
landigham, and in Indiana, Iowa, and Pennsylvania. 15 October Con- 
federate submarine CSS H. L. Hunley sank in Charleston again, losing 
all hands including inventor Hunley. 16 October President Lincoln ap- 
pointed Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant commander of all armies in the 
western theater with right to fire Gen. Rosecrans, if necessary. 17 Oc- 
tober Grant fired Rosecrans and replaced him with Maj. Gen. George 
Thomas. 24 October Grant arrived at Chattanooga and ordered the 
opening of a supply line to raise the siege. 27 October Federal artillery 
again bombarded Ft. Sumter in Charleston Harbor for several weeks. 
27-28 October Grant’s forces fought the Battle of Wauhatchie to open 
Chattanooga through Brown’s Ferry. 5 November Free Colored Men of 
New Orleans petitioned for the right to vote as the Union Radical As- 
sociation. 9 November Confederate Gen. E. W. Gantt switched to 
Union side in Arkansas and called for an elected convention under Lin- 
coln’s Ten Percent Plan. 16 November-—3 December Confederate Gen. 
Longstreet unsuccessfully besieged Federals at Knoxville, Tennessee. 
19 November President Lincoln delivered the Gettysburg Address. 23 
November Grant’s Federals won Battle of Orchard Knob at Chat- 
tanooga. 24 November Grant’s Federals won Battle of Lookout Moun- 
tain at Chattanooga. 25 November Grant’s Federals won Battle of Mis- 
sionary Ridge at Chattanooga. 26 November—1 December Union Gen. 
Meade launched the Mine Run Campaign in Virginia. 29 November 
Longstreet’s Confederates attacked Ft. Sanders at Knoxville to no avail. 
30 November Confederate Gen. Bragg resigned his field command in 
north Georgia. 7 December Loyal Virginia legislature called election of 
constitutional convention for 21 January 1864.8 December Lincoln is- 
sued Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction. 16 December Con- 
federate President Davis swallowed his hatred of Gen. Joseph Johnston 
and sent him to command Army of Tennessee vice Bragg. 18 Decem- 
ber Union Gen. Rosecrans named commander in Missouri. 
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1864 4 January Beginning of Arkansas state constitutional conven- 
tion under Presidential Reconstruction. 19 January Arkansas state 
convention adopted an antislavery clause. 20 January State conven- 
tion elected Unionist Isaac Murphy provisional governor of Arkansas. 
23 January President Lincoln recognized the concept of free labor in 
contract relations between ex-slaves and plantation owners and ordered 
the army to encourage such and supervise their operations. 31 January 
President Lincoln urged Gen. Banks to adopt any rule that would en- 
courage the vote of all loyal free men, even if they could not take the 
oath. 1 February President Lincoln called up 500,000 men under the 
Conscription Act to serve three years or the duration of the war. US. 
Congress revived the rank of lieutenant general. 3 February Gen. 
Sherman began his Meridian, Mississippi, campaign. 7 February Con- 
federate Congress authorized the enrollment of blacks, slave or free, as 
military laborers. 9 February Led by Cols. Thomas Rose and Abel D. 
Streight, over 100 Federal officers made a massive prison break from 
Libby Prison in Richmond. 14 February Gen. Sherman took Meridian, 
Mississippi. 15 February In ex parte Vallandigham, the U.S. Supreme 
Court upheld the Confederate sympathizer’s arrest, military trial, and 
exile to the Confederacy. 17 February CSS H. L. Hunley sank the USS 
Housatonic off Charleston Harbor and was lost itself—first combat use 
of a submarine in history. 20 February Confederates won Battle of 
Ocean Pond near Olustee, Florida. 22 February Confederate Gen. For- 
rest soundly defeated U.S. forces at West Point and Okolona, Missis- 
sippi, forcing Sherman to abandon Meridian area. 24 February Con- 
federate Gen. Bragg became general-in-chief under President Davis. 27 
February Andersonville Prison opened at Americus, Georgia. 28 Feb- 
ruary Union Kilpatrick-Dahlgren Raid to free prisoners held in Rich- 
mond and kidnap or execute members of the Confederate government 
began. 1 March Kilpatrick-Dahlgren failed and its controversial orders 
fell into hands of the Confederates. 2 March Ulysses S. Grant con- 
firmed as lieutenant general and general-in-chief. 4 March Unionist 
Michael Hahn inaugurated first Free State governor of Louisiana. 8 
March Gen. Grant arrived in Washington. 11 March SO No. 9, Adju- 
tant Gen. Lorenzo Thomas codified employment practices as regards 
contrabands in the Mississippi Valley. 12 March Union’s Red River 
Campaign began. 13 March President Lincoln suggested that 
Louisiana consider permitting very intelligent blacks to vote. 14 
March Union Gen. Banks captured Ft. DeRussy on Red River. 
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President Lincoln called up 200,000 men for naval and army reserve 
service. 16 March Gen. Banks occupied Alexandria, Louisiana. 18 
March Gen. William T. Sherman to command western theater. 23 
March Union Gen. Fred Steele began the Camden Campaign in 
Arkansas. 26 March Gen. Grant established his headquarters with the 
Army of the Potomac in the field. 28 March Louisiana elected dele- 
gates to a constitutional convention under Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan. 
4 April Grant appointed Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan to command 
Union cavalry in the Army of the Potomac. 6 April Louisiana consti- 
tutional convention at New Orleans to write a Free State document. 7 
April Confederate Gen. Longstreet ordered to rejoin Lee’s Army of 
Northern Virginia for first time since early September 1863. 8 April 
Gen. Banks’s army defeated at Sabine Crossroads near Mansfield, 
Louisiana. 9 April Gen. Banks’s army managed to hold on at Pleasant 
Hill, but retreated. 11 April Isaac Murphy elected governor of Free 
State of Arkansas. 12 April Confederate Gen. Forrest attacked and cap- 
tured Ft. Pillow in Tennessee, putting many black and white captives to 
the sword. 17 April Gen. Grant ordered no more prisoner exchanges. 
18 April Confederate cavalry captured 198 Union supply wagons at 
Poison Springs, Arkansas, striking a heavy blow at the Camden Cam- 
paign. 25 April Confederates defeated Gen. Steele at Marks’ Mills in 
Camden Campaign. 27 April Confederate President Davis sent Jacob 
Thompson and Clement C. Clay to Canada as special commissioners to 
coordinate secret operations behind the Union lines. 28 April Confed- 
erate Gen. E. Kirby Smith granted supreme civil executive and military 
powers in Trans-Mississippi area. 29-30 April Battle of Jenkins’ Ferry 
ended Union Camden Campaign in defeat. 1 May Gen. Banks’s army 
retreated to Alexandria after nearly a month of Confederate skirmish- 
ing on their flanks and rear. 4 May In Virginia, Gen. Grant crossed the 
Rapidan into the Wilderness. 5 May Gen. Butler landed at City Point, 
Virginia, to threaten Richmond. 5-6 May Grant and Lee fought the 
Battle of the Wilderness to a stalemate. 7 May Gen. Sherman began his 
campaign to capture Atlanta. 8-19 May Battles for Spotsylvania Court 
House, Virginia; Grant and Lee fought to a stalemate after Grant nearly 
broke through Lee’s lines twice. 9 May At Alexandria, Louisiana, 
Union engineers constructed numerous coffer dams to save beached 
Union river fleet. Gen. Sherman failed to breach Snake Creek Gap in 
Georgia and trap Johnston’s opposing army. 11 May Gen. Sheridan’s 
cavalry hit Gen. J. E. B. Stuart’s Southerners at Yellow Tavern, Vir- 
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ginia, defeating them and killing him. 12 May Confederate Gen. John- 
ston retreated from Dalton, Georgia, to escape potential encirclement. 
13-17 May Gen. Sherman failed to corner Rebels again at Resaca, 
Georgia. 15 May In Shenandoah Valley, Union Gen. Franz Sigel de- 
feated at Battle of New Market, Virginia. 18 May Confederate Gen. 
Beauregard bottled up Union army at Bermuda Hundred, Virginia. At 
Cassville, Georgia, Confederate Gen. Hood botched Gen. Johnston’s 
attack against Sherman’s Union forces. 19 May Union Red River Cam- 
paign ended in failure. 20 May President Lincoln ordered that the army 
and navy not interfere with trade with the Confederacy carried on by 
Treasury Department guidelines. 21 May Arkansas U.S. senators and 
representatives presented credentials to U.S. Congress and put off in 
prolonged debate. 23-26 May Gen. Lee caught Grant’s army astride 
the North Anna River but failed to coordinate an attack against it. 25 
May-—4 June Gen. Sherman attempted to flank Johnston at Dallas or 
New Hope Church, Georgia. 26-30 May Gen. Lee stopped Grant at To- 
topotomy Creek. 31 May Radical Democracy’s Cleveland Convention 
nominated John Charles Frémont to oppose Lincoln for president. 1-3 
June Grant took heavy casualties attempting to overrun Lee’s Confed- 
erate lines at the Second Battle of Cold Harbor, Virginia. 5 June In the 
Shenandoah Valley, Union Gen. Hunter soundly defeated Rebels in the 
Battle of Piedmont. 7-9 June The National Union Party convention 
met at Baltimore to nominate Lincoln for president and Andrew John- 
son of Tennessee for vice president. 10 June Confederate Gen. Forrest 
soundly whipped a Union force at the Battle of Brice’s Crossroads, 
Mississippi. Confederate Congress passed Third Conscription Act. 
11-12 June Gen. Sheridan’s cavalry turned back from reinforcing 
Hunter in the Shenandoah Valley at the Battle of Trevillian’s Station, 
Virginia. 14 June Gen. Grant’s forces began to cross the James River 
to the south bank. 15-18 June Gen. Grant’s initial assaults on Peters- 
burg, Virginia, failed and siege began. 17-18 June Confederate Gen. 
Jubal Early defeated Federal force under Gen. Hunter at Lynchburg, 
Virginia. 19 June USS Kearsarge sank CSS Alabama at Cherbourg, 
France. 22-23 June Gen. Grant attacked the Jerusalem Plank Road and 
the Weldon Railroad. 24 June Maryland constitutional convention 
voted to abolish slavery. 27 June In Georgia, Gen. Sherman fought and 
lost Battle of Kennesaw Mountain. 28 June President Lincoln signed a 
congressional bill repealing the Fugitive Slave Acts. 28-29 June Gen. 
Grant’s attack at First Deep Bottom failed. 30 June Union Secretary of 
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the Treasury Salmon P. Chase left the Lincoln cabinet ostensibly over 
appointments but in reality to run for president. 1 July President Lin- 
coln appointed William P. Fessenden as secretary of the treasury. 5 July 
Confederate Gen. Early crossed the Potomac into Maryland at Harpers 
Ferry. Because of Copperhead activities, President Lincoln suspended 
the writ of habeas corpus for Kentucky. 8 July Wade-Davis Bill, the 
First Congressional Plan of Reconstruction, passed and pocket vetoed 
by President Lincoln. 9 July Gen. Early defeated Union forces at the 
Battle of the Monocacy River near Frederick, Maryland. Confederate 
Gen. Johnston fought a delaying action at the Chattahoochee River and 
retreated to Atlanta. 12 July President Lincoln came under fire at the 
Battle of Ft. Stevens, after which Confederate Gen. Early withdrew 
across the Potomac. 14 July Union forces in Mississippi suffered an- 
other setback when, after defeating Gen. Forrest, they had to withdraw 
from their overextended positions. 17 July In Georgia, Lt. Gen. John 
Bell Hood replaced Gen. Johnston as commander of the Confederate 
army in front of Atlanta. 18 July President Lincoln issued a call for 
500,000 more men. Horace Greeley went to Niagara Falls, New York, 
to discuss peace with Confederate emissaries but it came to nothing. 20 
July In Georgia, Confederate Gen. Hood attacked Sherman at the Bat- 
tle of Peach Tree Creek and lost. 22 July In Georgia, Gen. Hood at- 
tacked Sherman at the Battle of Atlanta and lost. 24 July In the Shenan- 
doah Valley, Confederate Gen. Early defeated Yankees at the Second 
Battle of Kernstown. 28 July In Georgia, Gen. Hood attacked Sherman 
at the Battle of Ezra Church and lost. 30 July Gen. Grant’s attack at the 
Battle of the Crater failed. Confederate cavalry burned Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania, after it could not raise the ransom of $500,000 in cash 
and $100,000 in gold. 3 August Gens. Grant and Sheridan arrived in 
Washington to put Sheridan in charge of a force to defeat Confederate 
Gen. Early in the Shenandoah Valley. 5 August Wade-Davis Manifesto 
denounced Lincoln’s veto of First Congressional Plan of Reconstruc- 
tion. Union Adm. Farragut fought and won the Battle of Mobile Bay. 9 
August Two Confederate secret agents blew up Grant’s main supply 
base at City Point, Virginia. 13-20 August Gen. Grant’s attack at Sec- 
ond Deep Bottom failed. 18-21 August Gen. Grant extended his line 
south at Petersburg in the Battle of Globe Tavern. 21 August Confed- 
erate Gen. Forrest captured and held briefly Memphis, Tennessee. 23 
August President Lincoln had cabinet sign a blind document that 
promised to cooperate with the Democrats to save the Union if they 
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won the 1864 election. 25 August Gen. Grant’s II Corps routed at the 
Battle of Reams’ Station. 30 August Northern Democrats met at 
Chicago for their convention, adopting a peace platform and nominat- 
ing George B. McClellan, who promptly repudiated the platform. 31 
August-1 September Gen. Sherman fought and won the Battle of 
Jonesboro, forcing the Confederates to abandon Atlanta the next day. 7 
September Gen. Sherman ordered civilians to evacuate Atlanta. 16 
September In Mississippi, Confederate Gen. Forrest began his West 
Tennessee Raid. 17 September In the North, Frémont withdrew from 
the presidential contest. 19 September In the Shenandoah Valley, Gen. 
Sheridan defeated the Confederates at the Third Battle of Winchester or 
Opequon Creek. 22 September In the Shenandoah Valley, Gen. Sheri- 
dan defeated the Confederates at Fisher’s Hill. 28-30 September Gen. 
Grant halted at the Battle of Chaffin’s Farm, Virginia. 30 September—2 
October Gen. Grant extended his lines to the south of Petersburg in the 
Battle of Peebles’ Farm. 5 October In Georgia, Gen. Hood’s army at- 
tacked Sherman’s line of supply at the Battle of Allatoona Station. 
Union authorities arrested Lamdin P. Milligan for Copperhead activi- 
ties and tried and convicted him before a military court. 6 October 
Louisiana state constitutional convention met under the Lincoln Ten 
Percent Plan. 7 October Union Gen. Grant’s attack at New Market 
Heights, Virginia, failed. 9 October Harassed by Confederate cavalry, 
Gen. Sheridan ordered his own horsemen to defeat the Confederates at 
the Battle of Tom’s Brook, Virginia, which was done so effectively to 
result in the Woodstock Races. 11 October Northern elections in Penn- 
sylvania, Ohio, and Indiana went heavily Republican. 12 October 
Roger B. Taney, chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, died. 13 Oc- 
tober Maryland voters narrowly passed a new state constitution abol- 
ishing slavery. 19 October After almost losing, Gen. Sheridan deci- 
sively defeated Confederate Gen. Early’s army at the Battle of Cedar 
Creek, Virginia. Confederate soldiers raided St. Albans, Vermont, and 
fled back to Canada. 23 October In Missouri, the Battle of Westport 
(Kansas City) ended Confederate Gen. Price’s Missouri raid in defeat. 
27 October Gen. Grant could not supply his attack south of Petersburg 
at the Battle of Hatcher’s Run. 27-28 October Gen. Grant’s attack at 
Second Fair Oaks failed. 4 November Confederate Gen. Forrest at- 
tacked the Union supply base at Johnsonville, Tennessee, from land and 
water, using captured Federal gunboats, and disrupted the Yankee sup- 
ply line to Nashville. 8 November Lincoln reelected president, but not 
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as a Republican, the first Northerner in American history to receive a 
second term. 14 November President Lincoln ordered the military 
commanders in Louisiana to cooperate more fully with his civilian Ten 
Percent government there. 16 November In Georgia, Union Gen. Sher- 
man reorganized his army into two wings and began the March to the 
Sea. 21 November Confederate Gen. Hood, ignoring the March to the 
Sea, sent his army back into Tennessee to cut the nonexistent Yankee 
supply line. Gen. Sherman defeated Georgia state militia at Gris- 
woldville. 25 November Confederate secret agents attempted to burn 
New York City but failed. 29 November Confederate Gen. Hood stum- 
bled by allowing Union troops under Maj. Gen. John Schofield, cutoff 
to the southeast, to bypass his position at Spring Hill, Tennessee. 30 
November As if to make up for the mistake at Spring Hill the day be- 
fore, Confederate Gen. Hood ordered his army to attack Union troops 
dug in at Franklin on the road to Nashville at tremendous loss to the 
Rebels in men and officers. 6 December President Lincoln named 
Salmon P. Chase as chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. 8 Decem- 
ber On the March to the Sea, one of Gen. Sherman’s corps command- 
ers took up a pontoon bridge across Ebenezer Creek, stranding black 
refugees to the scant mercies of attacking Confederate cavalry. 10 De- 
cember Gen. Sherman’s March to the Sea concluded with the reaching 
of Savannah. 13 December Gen. Sherman captured Ft. McAllister at 
Savannah. 15-16 December After much delay from logistics and 
weather, Union Gen. Thomas attacked Hood’s Confederates at 
Nashville and routed the Rebels in the only decisive major battle of the 
war. 20 December Confederate troops evacuated Savannah. 24 De- 
cember Union Adm. David D. Porter bombarded Ft. Fisher at Wilm- 
ington, North Carolina, the last Confederate port open to the outside 
world. 25 December Federal troops under Gen. Butler landed at Ft. 
Fisher only to be defeated by Confederate defenders. 27 December 
What was left of Confederate Gen. Hood’s army crossed the Tennessee 
River into Alabama. 30 December President Lincoln gave Gen. Grant 
the go-ahead to fire Gen. Butler for his fiasco at Ft. Fisher and replace 
him with Maj. Gen. E. O. C. Ord. 


1865 1 January Proposed Thirteenth Amendment abolishing slavery 
was reintroduced in the U.S. House of Representatives, having already 
passed the Senate. 9 January Tennessee state convention voted to 
abolish slavery, which was confirmed by a popular vote on 22 Febru- 
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ary. 11 January Missouri state constitutional convention voted to abol- 
ish slavery. 12 January Frank Blair Sr., a Northern Democratic politi- 
cian with sons in the Republican Party, conferred with Confederate 
President Davis on a possible peace conference. 13-15 January Sec- 
ond attack on Ft. Fisher at Wilmington, North Carolina, led by Union 
Gen. Alfred Terry was successful. 16 January Blair reported to Presi- 
dent Lincoln on his discussions for peace with Confederate President 
Davis, but Lincoln refused to act as if there were two nations. Maj. 
Gen. William T. Sherman issued SO No. 15 creating a thirty-mile-wide 
land zone set aside exclusively for the use of freedmen and their fami- 
lies along the south Atlantic coast. 18 January President Lincoln told 
Blair that he would talk informally with any representative from the 
South about peace. 19 January Gen. Sherman began his Carolinas 
Campaign, a duplicate of the March to the Sea. 23 January Confeder- 
ate Congress created the position of general-in-chief, and President 
Davis appointed Robert E. Lee on 31 January. Confederate Gen. 
Richard Taylor transferred from Louisiana to the western theater as 
overall commander, but lost his only army, which was sent to the Car- 
olinas. 24 January Confederate Congress proposed a prisoner ex- 
change and Union Gen. Grant agreed, ending a nearly yearlong boy- 
cott. 30 January President Lincoln issued a pass to permit three 
Confederate peace commissioners to come to Union-held Fortress 
Monroe, Virginia. 31 January Congress passed the Thirteenth Amend- 
ment, which would take until 18 December to be approved by the req- 
uisite number of states. 1 February Confederate Secretary of War Sed- 
don resigned. 2 February President Lincoln and Secretary of State 
Seward met with Confederate Senator R. M. T. Hunter, Assistant Sec- 
retary of War John Campbell, and Vice President Alexander H. 
Stephens aboard the River Queen in Hampton Roads to discuss peace 
to no avail and told them that Lincoln’s policy toward freed blacks was 
they were now on their own: “root hog or die.” 5-7 February Union 
Gen. Grant’s attack south of Petersburg at the Second Battle of 
Hatcher’s Run extended his lines. 6 February President Davis ap- 
pointed John C. Breckinridge as the Confederate secretary of war. 13 
February Virginia state constitutional convention met under Lincoln’s 
Ten Percent Plan. 17 February Union Gen. Sherman blamed Confed- 
erate Gen. Wade Hampton as Columbia, South Carolina, burned. Con- 
federates abandoned Charleston, South Carolina. 21 February Con- 
federate Gen. Bragg arrived to defend Wilmington, North Carolina, and 
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ordered its evacuation to save troops from capture. 22 February At a 
request from Gen. Lee, Confederate President Davis restored Joseph 
Johnston to command in the Carolinas. 2 March Gen. Sheridan 
crushed the remnants of Confederate Gen. Early’s army at Waynesboro, 
Virginia. 3 March Charter of Freedmen’s Savings and Trust Company 
issued. Creation of the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned 
Lands. 4 March Governor Michael Hahn of Louisiana accepted elec- 
tion to the U.S. Senate, turning the governorship over to J. Madison 
Wells. President Lincoln inaugurated to begin his second term. 8-10 
March Confederate Gens. Johnston and Bragg attacked Union Gen. 
Sherman’s army at Kinston, North Carolina, to no avail. 11 March GO 
No. 23 of the Department of the Gulf codified practices for the em- 
ployment of contrabands in Louisiana. 13 March Confederate Con- 
gress approved the use of black combat troops. 16 March Confederate 
Gen. Johnston attacked Gen. Sherman’s army at Averasboro, North 
Carolina, to no avail. 19-21 March Confederate Gen. Johnston at- 
tacked Gen. Sherman’s army at Bentonville, North Carolina, to no 
avail. 25 March Gen. Lee attacked the Union siege lines at Petersburg 
at Ft. Stedman but failed. 27 March President Lincoln and Gens. Grant 
and Sherman met aboard the River Queen at City Point, Virginia, to 
discuss peace terms for the Southern armies when they surrendered. 1 
April Union Gen. Sheridan outflanked Gen. Lee’s forces at the Battle 
of Five Forks, Virginia. 2 April Confederate army and civilian govern- 
ment abandoned the Richmond and Petersburg lines. Union Gen. James 
H. Wilson defeated Confederate Gen. Forrest at Selma, Alabama. 3 
April Union Army occupied Richmond, Virginia. 4 April President 
Lincoln visited Richmond. 5 April William G. “Parson” Brownlow 
elected first loyal governor of a seceded state. 6 April Gen. Lee lost 
half of his army at the Battle of Sayler’s Creek, Virginia. 8 April Con- 
federate Spanish Fort fell at Mobile, Alabama. 9 April Gen. Lee sur- 
rendered his army to Gen. Grant at Appomattox Court House, Virginia. 
11 April President Lincoln’s last public speech from the White House 
balcony treated of Louisiana Reconstruction, of seating the Free State 
government of Louisiana in Congress, and the need of blacks of intel- 
ligence and those who served as soldiers to vote. 12 April Fall of Mo- 
bile, Alabama, as Confederates evacuated the city. 14 April President 
Lincoln shot by John Wilkes Booth at Ford’s Theater. Federal flag 
raised over Ft. Sumter. 15 April Lincoln died and succeeded by An- 
drew Johnson as president. 18 April At Durhan Station, North Car- 


SELECT CHRONOLOGY ® xtli 


olina, Union Gen. Sherman and Confederate Gen. Johnston signed 
“Memorandum or Basis of Agreement” that surrendered all Confeder- 
ate armies, provided for recognition of existing Southern state govern- 
ments, and established a general amnesty. 19 April Funeral services for 
Lincoln in Washington, followed by a rail tour of his body by the same 
route he had come to the capital in 1861. 24 April Union Secretary of 
War Stanton rejected Gen. Sherman’s treaty with Confederate Gen. 
Johnston, which Sherman characterized as Lincoln’s wishes as re- 
vealed aboard the River Queen on 27 March. 26 April Confederate 
Gen. Johnston surrendered his army to Gen. Sherman on the same 
terms as given Lee in Virginia. Union cavalry shot and killed John 
Wilkes Booth at Garrett’s Farm near Port Royal, Virginia. 27 April 
Steamship Sultana blew up on the Mississippi near Memphis killing as 
many as 1,900 people, many returning Union prisoners of war, in the 
worst maritime disaster in U.S. history. 4 May Confederate Gen. 
Richard Taylor surrendered the Confederate western theater at Cit- 
ronelle, Alabama. 9 May President Johnson recognized the Pierpont 
Virginia government. 10 May Confederate President Davis and party 
captured by Union cavalry at Irwinsville, Georgia. 12 May Confeder- 
ates won last land battle of war at Palmetto Ranch, Texas. 23 May 
Grand review in Washington of the Army of the Potomac. 24 May 
Grand review in Washington of Sherman’s armies. 26 May Surrender 
of Confederate Gen. E. Kirby Smith’s Trans-Mississippi forces. 29 
May President Johnson’s proclamation of amnesty and pardon, which 
exempted all those worth $20,000 or more unless they made special ap- 
plication. President Johnson appointed Unionist William W. Holden 
provisional governor of North Carolina. 13 June President Johnson ap- 
pointed Unionist Benjamin F. Perry provisional governor of South Car- 
olina. President Johnson appointed Unionist William H. Sharkey gov- 
ernor of Mississippi. 17 June President Johnson appointed Andrew 
Jackson Hamilton provisional governor of Texas. President Johnson 
appointed James Johnson provisional governor of Georgia. 19 June 
Pierpont government moved from Alexandria to Richmond. 21 June 
President Johnson appointed Conservative Lewis Parsons provisional 
governor of Alabama. 23 June End of the naval blockade of the South- 
ern states. 7 July Execution of the Lincoln conspirators at the Wash- 
ington arsenal. 13 July President Johnson appointed Unionist William 
Marvin as provisional governor of Florida. 14 August Beginning 
of Mississippi state constitutional convention under Presidential 


xlii. © =SELECT CHRONOLOGY 


Reconstruction. 12 September Beginning of Alabama state constitu- 
tional convention under Presidential Reconstruction. 13 September 
Beginning of South Carolina state constitutional convention under 
Presidential Reconstruction. 27 September Radicals met in Louisiana 
and elected Carpetbagger Henry Clay Warmoth as the territorial dele- 
gate to Congress (Warmoth would be seated in December when the real 
Louisiana delegation was refused its seats). 2 October Beginning of 
Georgia state constitutional convention under Presidential Reconstruc- 
tion. Beginning of North Carolina state constitutional convention under 
Presidential Reconstruction. Conservative Benjamin G. Humphries 
elected governor of Mississippi. 11 October President Johnson par- 
doned all captured Confederate executive officials except Jefferson 
Davis. 18 October Conservative James L. Orr elected governor of 
South Carolina. 25 October Beginning of Florida state constitutional 
convention under Presidential Reconstruction. 6 November Confeder- 
ate cruiser CSS Shenandoah surrendered at Liverpool, England. Union- 
ist J. Madison Wells elected governor of Louisiana under President 
Johnson’s Reconstruction plan on both Union and Democrat tickets and 
switches his party affiliation to Democrat. 9 November Conservative 
Jonathan Worth elected governor of North Carolina. 10 November 
Confederate Capt. Henry Wirtz hanged for war crimes committed as 
commandant of Andersonville Prison. 15 November Conservative 
Charles M. Jenkins elected governor of Georgia. 29 November Florida 
elected Conservative David S. Walker as governor. December Ku Klux 
Klan founded at Pulaski, Tennessee. 1 December President Johnson 
ended the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus everywhere except 
in the District of Columbia, the former Confederate states, and the ter- 
ritories of New Mexico and Arizona. 2 December Mississippi legisla- 
ture enacted the Black Code. 4 December Congress rejected the Con- 
federate Brigadiers as the South’s federal representatives and senators. 
13 December Conservative Robert M. Patton inaugurated governor of 
Alabama. 15 December Alabama legislature enacted the Black Code. 
18 December Thirteenth Amendment ratified. 20 December Louisiana 
legislature enacted the Black Code. 21 December South Carolina leg- 
islature enacted the Black Code. 


1866 15 January Florida legislature enacted the Black Code. 7 Feb- 
ruary Beginning of Texas state constitutional convention under Presi- 
dential Reconstruction. 8 February Southern Homestead Act passed by 
Congress. 19 February President Johnson vetoed Freedmen’s Bill Re- 
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newal Act. 22 February President Johnson’s Washington’s Birthday 
speech announced an open breach with Congress over Reconstruction. 
28 February Virginia legislature enacted the Black Code. 10 March 
North Carolina legislature enacted the Black Code. 17 March Georgia 
legislature enacted the Black Code. 2 April President Johnson declared 
the Civil War over everywhere except Texas. 9 April Civil Rights Act 
of 1866 passed over Johnson’s veto. 16 April Norfolk race riot. 26 
April War of the Rebellion officially ended by President Johnson. 1 
May Memphis race riot. 13 June Fourteenth Amendment passed Con- 
gress and sent to the states for ratification. 20 June Report of the Joint 
Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction issued. 8 July Judge R. K. 
Howell (probably illegally) recalls the Louisiana state convention of 
1864 to meet on 30 July to amend the state constitution allowing 
African American suffrage and to adopt the Fourteenth Amendment. 16 
July Freedmen’s Bureau Renewal Act passed over Johnson’s veto. 24 
July Tennessee ratified Fourteenth Amendment and restored to Union. 
30 July New Orleans race riot. 13 August Conservative James W. 
Throckmorton sworn in as governor of Texas. 14 August “Arm-in- 
Arm” Convention where the National Union political coalition met to 
support Johnson’s Reconstruction policy. 20 August President Johnson 
declared Civil War over in Texas. 28 August Beginning of Johnson’s 
“Swing around the Circle” tour alienated Northern voters. 8 November 
Texas legislature enacted the Black Code. 17 December In ex parte 
Milligan, U.S. Supreme Court ruled that suspension of civil courts un- 
less area under actual enemy attack unconstitutional. 


1867 7 January Congress began investigation designed to impeach 
Johnson. 8 January Blacks received right to vote in District of Co- 
lumbia. 14 January In ex parte Garland, U.S. Supreme Court limited 
the use of the test oath for practitioners in federal courts. In Cummings 
v. Missouri, U.S. Supreme Court limited the use of the test oath for 
clergymen. Spring Union Loyal Leagues organized white and black 
Republican voters in the South. 2 March Command of the Army Act 
passed Congress. First Military Reconstruction Act passed Congress. 
Fortieth Congress Extra Session Act kept Congress in session to negate 
any chance that President Johnson would interfere with Military Re- 
construction. Tenure of Office Act passed Congress. 11 March Com- 
manders of the military districts appointed by President Johnson: First 
Military District (Virginia), Bvt. Maj. Gen. John Schofield. Second 
Military District (North and South Carolina), Bvt. Maj. Gen. Daniel 
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Sickles. Third Military District (Georgia, Alabama, and Florida), Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. John Pope. Fourth Military District (Arkansas and Missis- 
sippi), Bvt. Maj. Gen. E. O. C. Ord. Fifth Military District (Louisiana 
and Texas), Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan. 15 April In Mississippi v. 
Johnson, U.S. Supreme Court upheld the president’s enforcement of 
the Military Reconstruction Act. 22 April Gen. Pope tried to replace 
Governor Jenkins of Georgia without success. 23 April Second Mili- 
tary Reconstruction Act passed Congress. 30 April Alaska purchased 
from Russia. 13 May In Georgia v. Stanton, U.S. Supreme Court up- 
held the secretary of war’s enforcement of the Military Reconstruction 
Acts. 3 June Gen. Sheridan appointed Scalawag Republican B. F. 
Flanders as governor of Louisiana vice Democrat J. Madison Wells, 
who was removed. 19 July Third Military Reconstruction Act passed 
Congress. 30 July Gen. Sheridan appointed Scalawag Republican EI- 
isha M. Pease provisional governor of Texas vice Conservative James 
W. Throckmorton, who was removed. 19 August President Johnson 
appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Charles Griffin commander of Fifth Military 
District vice Gen. Sheridan, who was removed. 5 September President 
Johnson appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. E.R. S. Canby commander of the 
Second Military District. 16 September President Johnson appointed 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph Mower commander of Fifth Military District 
vice Gen. Griffin, who died of yellow fever. 23 November Beginning 
of Louisiana state constitutional convention under the Military Recon- 
struction Acts. 29 November Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott Hancock re- 
placed Gen. Mower as commander of Fifth Military District and issued 
his GO No. 40, which limited the effect of military government in his 
command area. 5 December Beginning of Alabama state constitutional 
convention under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 9 December Be- 
ginning of Georgia state constitutional convention under the Military 
Reconstruction Acts. 28 December Bvt. Maj. Gen. George G. Meade 
replaced Gen. Pope in charge of Third Military District. 


1868 7 January Beginning of Arkansas state constitutional conven- 
tion under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 9 January Beginning of 
Mississippi state constitutional convention under the Military Recon- 
struction Acts. President Johnson appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Alvan C. 
Gillem commander of the Fourth Military District vice Gen. Ord, who 
was removed. 13 January Gen. Meade appointed Bvt. Brig. Gen. 
Thomas H. Ruger provisional governor of Georgia vice Charles M. 
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Jenkins. 14 January Beginning of South Carolina state constitutional 
convention under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 20 January Be- 
ginning of Florida state constitutional convention under the Military 
Reconstruction Acts. 4 February Scalawag Republican William H. 
Smith elected governor of Alabama. 10 February In Georgia v. Grant 
et al., U.S. Supreme Court upheld the U.S. Army’s enforcement of the 
Military Reconstruction Acts. 17 February In ex parte McCardle, 
U.S. Supreme Court upheld the Congress’s right to alter its appellate 
jurisdiction. 24 February Congress impeached President Johnson. 4 
March Johnson impeachment trial began. 11 March Fourth Military 
Reconstruction Act passed Congress. 25 March President Johnson 
appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Robert C. Buchanan commander of Fifth 
Military District vice Gen. Hancock, who resigned. 3 April Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. John Schofield appointed Carpetbag Republican Henry H. Wells 
governor of Virginia vice Francis S. Pierpont, who was removed. 16 
April Carpetbag Republican Robert K. Scott elected governor of 
South Carolina for a first term. 20 April Carpetbag Republican Rufus 
Bullock elected governor of Georgia. 23 April Scalawag Republican 
William W. Holden elected governor of North Carolina. President 
Johnson appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. George Stoneman commander of 
First Military District vice Gen. Schofield, who became secretary of 
war vice Edwin McM. Stanton. 16 May Johnson found not guilty in 
impeachment trial. 1 June Beginning of first session of Texas state 
constitutional convention under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 4 
June President Johnson appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Irvin McDowell 
commander of the Fourth Military District vice Gen. Gillem, who was 
removed. 15 June Gen. Irvin McDowell appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
Adelbert Ames governor of Mississippi vice Governor Humphries, 
who was removed. 22 June Arkansas first state to be readmitted to 
Union under the Military Reconstruction Acts. Mississippi rejected its 
constitution drawn up under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 24 
June Gen. Meade appointed Scalawag Republican Governor-elect 
William H. Smith vice Conservative Governor Patton of Alabama, 
who was removed. 25 June Florida readmitted to the Union under the 
Military Reconstruction Acts. Omnibus Bill readmitted North Car- 
olina, South Carolina, Florida, Georgia, Alabama, and Louisiana un- 
der the Military Reconstruction Acts. 30 June Gen. Canby appointed 
Scalawag Republican Governor Holden governor vice Worth, 
who was removed. 1 July Carpetbag Republican Harrison Reed 
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inaugurated governor of Florida. 2 July Carpetbag Republican Pow- 
ell Clayton inaugurated governor of Arkansas. 4 July North Carolina 
readmitted to the Union under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 6 
July Congress extended Freedmen’s Bureau for one more year. 9 July 
Louisiana readmitted to the Union under the Military Reconstruction 
Acts. South Carolina readmitted to the Union under the Military Re- 
construction Acts. 10 July President Johnson reappointed Gen. 
Gillem commander Fourth Military District vice Gen. McDowell, 
who was removed. 13 July Alabama readmitted to the Union under 
the Military Reconstruction Acts. Carpetbag Republican Henry Clay 
Warmoth inaugurated governor of Louisiana. 25 July Congress closed 
down all Freedmen’s Bureau operations as of | January 1869, except 
for education, and Bvt. Maj. Gen. Oliver O. Howard confirmed as 
head of the bureau for its duration or until he chose to resign. 28 July 
Fourteenth Amendment ratified. President Johnson appointed Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Joseph J. Reynolds commander of Fifth Military District 
now consisting of Texas alone. 11 August Thaddeus Stevens died. 3 
September Georgia legislature expelled black members. 19 Septem- 
ber Camilla race riot in Georgia. 4 November Gen. Canby appointed 
commander Fifth Military District vice Gen. Reynolds, who was re- 
moved. Governor Powell Clayton of Arkansas declared martial law 
for four months to fight the Ku Klux Klan, the Knights of the White 
Camellia, and assorted lawbreakers. 6 November First impeachment 
attempt of Governor Reed of Florida failed. 1 December Georgia re- 
moved from the Union for violating the Military Reconstruction Acts. 
8 December Beginning of second session of Texas state constitutional 
convention under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 9 December Vir- 
ginia state constitutional convention met under the Military Recon- 
struction Acts. 24 December Johnson issued a general amnesty of 
Confederate soldiers and civil officials. 


1869 26 January Second impeachment attempt of Governor Reed of 
Florida failed. 7 February Military Reconstruction constitution assem- 
bled by civilian-military committee. 25 February Parson Brownlow re- 
signed as governor of Tennessee to become U.S. senator, appointed 
Scalawag Republican DeWitt C. Senter to succeed him as governor. 4 
March Ulysses S. Grant inaugurated as president. 5 March President 
Grant appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Thomas Ruger commander of Third 
Military District. President Grant appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph J. 
Reynolds commander of Fifth Military District vice Gen. Canby, who 
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was removed. 18 March Public Credit Act guaranteed the payment of 
the U.S. debt in gold or its equivalent. 27 March Bvt. Maj. Gen. George 
Stoneman tried to remove Governor Wells of Virginia and was replaced 
by Gen. Canby and Wells was reinstated. 12 April In Texas v. White, 
U.S. Supreme Court upheld the Military Reconstruction Acts. 10 May 
Transcontinental railroad completed at Promontory Summit, Utah. 31 
May President Grant appointed Bvt. Maj. Gen. Alfred Terry com- 
mander of Third Military District. 6 July Conservative Fusionist 
Gilbert C. Walker elected governor of Virginia on platform of universal 
suffrage and universal amnesty. 30 August Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph J. 
Reynolds assumed governorship of Texas upon resignation of Elisha M. 
Pease. 21 September Gen. Canby appointed Governor-elect Walker to 
office in Virginia. 24 September Black Friday crash on New York 
Stock Exchange as Jay Gould and Jim Fisk attempt to corner gold mar- 
ket thwarted. 4 October Tennessee redeemed, Scalawag Republican 
DeWitt C. Senter changed parties to Conservative Democrat and won 
the election, after Republicans nominated another. 5 October Virginia 
redeemed, the only Southern state to be redeemed before its readmis- 
sion to the Union under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 25 October 
In ex parte Yerger, U.S. Supreme Court upheld its jurisdiction in habeas 
corpus cases under the Judiciary Act of 1789 regardless of the intent of 
Congress during more recent Reconstruction measures. 30 November 
Mississippi voted for its constitution and against disfranchisement of 
whites of Confederate antecedents, electing Scalawag Republican 
James L. Alcorn as governor. 22 December Congress told Georgia to 
reassemble the legislature under which it had been readmitted in 1868. 
24 December Bvt. Maj. Gen. Alfred Terry sent to purge Georgia of re- 
bellious elements. 


1870 18 January Scalawag Republican Edmund J. Davis sworn in as 
governor of Texas. 26 January Virginia readmitted to Union under the 
Military Reconstruction Acts. 7 February In Hepburn v. Griswold, US. 
Supreme Court ruled that greenbacks were legal for debts contracted 
only after 1862.23 February Mississippi readmitted to Union under the 
Military Reconstruction Acts. 25 February Hiram R. Revels became 
first African American U.S. senator. 30 April Fifteenth Amendment rat- 
ified. Texas readmitted to Union under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 
31 May First Enforcement Act passed Congress. 20 June Beginning of 
five-month-long Kirk-Holden War against the Ku Klux Klan in North 
Carolina. 14 July Funding Act allowed bond holders to exchange 
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wartime issued bonds bought with inflated greenbacks for new ones re- 
deemable in gold. 15 July Georgia readmitted to Union for second time 
under the Military Reconstruction Acts. 4 August Conservatives won 
control of North Carolina legislature. 19 October Carpetbag Republican 
Robert K. Scott elected governor of South Carolina for a second term. 23 
October Eutaw, Alabama, race riot. 3 November North Carolina essen- 
tially redeemed with seating of Conservative legislature. 4 November 
Conservative Democrat Robert B. Lindsay elected governor of Alabama, 
but legislative split (Democrat house, Republican senate) stalemated 
regime. 12 December Joseph H. Rainey became first African American 
to sit in U.S. House of Representatives. 15 December North Carolina 
state legislature impeached Governor Holden, found him guilty, and re- 
moved him from office on 22 March 1871 vice Scalawag Republican 
Lieutenant Governor Tod R. Caldwell. 


1871 10 January Brooks-Baxter War between rival Republicans in 
Arkansas began as Powell Clayton went to U.S. Senate. 28 February 
Second Enforcement Act passed Congress. 3 March Southern Claims 
Commission created by Congress. 6 March Ku Klux Klan riot at 
Meridian, Mississippi. In Virginia v. West Virginia, U.S. Supreme Court 
upheld the creation of the new state from the old, alleging Virginia’s 
loyal government had agreed to the separation. 3 April In Miller v. 
United States, U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the Confiscation Acts had 
been passed against traitors as individuals, not belligerents, and thus 
had to follow due process of the laws. 20 April Third Enforcement (Ku 
Klux Klan) Act passed Congress. 1 May In Knox v. Lee, U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled that greenbacks were legal for all debts, reversing Hepburn 
v. Griswold. 24 May Alabama claims settled as Treaty of Washington 
ratified. 8 July Tweed Ring exposed in New York City. 9 August 
Gatling Gun Convention in Louisiana; Radical Republicans read Gov- 
ernor Henry Clay Warmoth out of the party for being too conservative. 
4 September Crédit Mobilier scandal broke involving corrupt financ- 
ing of the transcontinental railroad. 17 October President Grant de- 
clared suspension of the writ of habeas corpus in select counties of 
South Carolina to suppress the Ku Klux Klan. 1 November Georgia re- 
deemed for second time; Conservative Democrat James M. Smith be- 
came governor. 22 November African American Republican Lieu- 
tenant Governor Oscar Dunn of Louisiana poisoned under mysterious 
circumstances succeeded by African American Republican and Carpet- 
bagger P. B. S. Pinchback. 
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1872 10 February Third impeachment of Governor Reed of Florida 
succeeded but never brought to trial. 22 May Congress passed a general 
amnesty act removing officeholding proscriptions from most (all but 
500) Confederate soldiers and civil officials. 1 August Scalawag Re- 
publican Tod R. Caldwell elected governor of North Carolina with a 
Conservative state legislature. 16 October Scalawag Republican 
Franklin J. Moses Jr. elected governor of South Carolina. 5 November 
Carpetbag Republican Marcellus L. Stearns elected governor of 
Florida. Grant defeated Horace Greeley for president. 7 November 
Scalawag Republican David P. Lewis elected governor of Alabama but 
both political parties seated their own legislatures. 30 November Death 
of presidential candidate Horace Greeley before the electoral votes were 
counted. 9 December Governor Henry Clay Warmoth impeached by 
extra session of Louisiana state legislature vice African American Re- 
publican Carpetbagger P. B. S. Pinchback. 


1873 7 January Confederate Gen. Pierre G. T. Beauregard began the 
Louisiana Unification movement, a political alliance between black 
voters and upper-class white leaders for a clean, conservative govern- 
ment. 9 January Carpetbag Republican William Pitt Kellogg inaugu- 
rated governor of Louisiana and backed by federal troops; Democrat 
Conservative John McEnery also inaugurated with his own shadow 
government. 14 January Texas redeemed; Conservative Democrat 
Richard Coke became governor. 12 February Silver Coinage Act 
passed by Congress took silver out of circulation, called the Crime of 
°73. 11 April Gen. Canby became the first American general officer to 
die in an Indian war. 13 April Colfax Massacre in Louisiana (Easter 
Sunday). 14 April In Slaughterhouse Cases, U.S. Supreme Court began 
the process of limiting remedies under the Fourteenth Amendment. 18 
September Failure of Jay Cooke & Company precipitated the Panic of 
1873.8 October After prolonged street fighting, court action, and fed- 
eral intervention, Scalawag Republican Elisha Baxter became governor 
of Arkansas over Carpetbag Republican Joseph Brooks. 


1874 21 January Morrison R. Waite became chief justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court. 22 January Carpetbag Republican Adelbert Ames in- 
augurated governor of Mississippi. 30 August White League initiated 
Coushatta Massacre in Louisiana. 14 September White League initi- 
ated Third Battle of New Orleans. 17 September President Grant put 
down the September White League Rebellion in Louisiana with the 
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threat of federal troops restoring Republicans to control. 15 October 
Carpetbag Republican Daniel H. Chamberlain elected governor of 
South Carolina. 10 November Arkansas redeemed; Conservative Dem- 
ocrat Augustus H. Garland elected governor. 14 November Alabama 
redeemed; Conservative Democrat George S. Houston elected gover- 
nor, with race riots at Eufala and Mobile. 7 December Vicksburg race 
riots in Mississippi mark rise of the First Mississippi Plan, violence for 
redemption. 


1875 6 January Gen. Sheridan sent a telegram recommending that 
Louisiana White Leaguers be declared “banditti.” 14 January Specie 
Resumption Act expanded the amount of greenbacks in circulation as 
well as silver to ease the economic depression caused by the Panic of 
1873, pledging to return solely to gold in 1879. 1 March Civil Rights 
Act of 1875 passed Congress. 29 March In Minor v. Happersett, US. 
Supreme Court ruled that the Fifteenth Amendment right to vote did not 
apply to women as it referred to race alone. 17 April Congressman 
William A. Wheeler of New York established Wheeler Compromise in 
Louisiana, which left Republican Carpetbag Governor William P. Kel- 
logg in power but split the state legislature between Democrats (lower 
House) and Republicans (upper House). 1 September White Liners ri- 
oted at Yazoo City, Mississippi, driving Carpetbag Republican Albert 
Morgan from power. 4 September White Liners rioted at Clinton, Mis- 
sissippi. 5 September North Carolina met to rewrite its state constitu- 
tion. 13 October So-called Peace Agreement between Republicans and 
Conservative Democrats quelled violence in Mississippi state elections. 
2 November Conservative Democrats won the Mississippi state legis- 
lature, redeeming the state. 


1876 2 March Mississippi state legislature impeached Governor Adel- 
bert Ames, replacing him with Scalawag Republican John M. Stone. 27 
March In United States v. Cruikshank, U.S. Supreme Court limited the 
effect of the Enforcement Acts to curb election violence. In United States 
v. Reese, U.S. Supreme Court limited the effect of the Enforcement Acts 
to curb election fraud. 28 March Pryor Compromise by which Governor 
Adelbert Ames of Mississippi stepped down as governor and impeach- 
ment charges dropped. 4 July Hamburg Massacre in South Carolina. 6 
September Charleston race riot in South Carolina. 15 September 
Three-day Ellenton race riot in South Carolina. 16 October Cainhoy 
race riot in South Carolina. 7 November Conservative Democrat Wade 
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Hampton elected governor of South Carolina but prevented from taking 
power by the presence of federal troops. Presidential election deadlocked 
between Rutherford B. Hayes and Samuel J. Tilden over disputed elec- 
toral vote, “visiting statesmen” go South to clear up the count with 
money. 12 November South Carolina redeemed by Red Shirts. 


1877 1 January Conservative Democrat Zebulon Vance inaugurated 
governor of North Carolina. 2 January Florida redeemed; Conservative 
Democrat George F. Drew elected governor. 8 January Conservative 
Democrat Francis T. Nicholls inaugurated governor of Louisiana at 
same time as Carpetbag Republican Stephen B. Packard inaugurated 
governor of Louisiana but with federal troop support. 29 January Con- 
gress created the Electoral Commission to decide how to award dis- 
puted electoral votes. 8 February Electoral Commission rewarded all 
disputed electoral votes to Hayes on an 8-7 party vote. 26 February 
Wormley House Bargain permitted Congress to agree that Hayes was 
the new president. 2 March Congress accepted the Electoral Commis- 
sion’s action, awarding the presidency to “Rutherfraud” B. Hayes. 10 
April Federal troops began final withdrawal from South Carolina; Con- 
servative Democrat Wade Hampton became governor. 24 April Federal 
troops began final withdrawal from Louisiana and Conservative Demo- 
crat Francis T. Nicholls became governor. 


1878 14 January In Hall v. DeCuir, U.S. Supreme Court declared that 
segregated accommodations on steamboats were permissible. 28 Febru- 
ary Bland-Allison Act passed Congress leading to the ratio of silver 
coins to gold at 16 to 1.31 May Fort Act passed by Congress returning 
the United States to the gold standard but keeping all silver and green- 
backs then in circulation. 18 June Posse Comitatus Act passed Congress. 


1880 1 March In Strauder v. West Virginia, U.S. Supreme Court upheld 
parts of the Fourteenth Amendment as guaranteeing the right of blacks 
to serve on juries, failing which the case could be transferred to a fed- 
eral court. 


1882 22 January In United States v. Harris, U.S. Supreme Court lim- 
ited the effect of the Enforcement Acts to curb violence. 


1883 15 October In the Civil Rights Cases, U.S. Supreme Court ruled 
that public accommodations could be segregated, as could any act or 
service initiated by an individual rather than a government entity. 
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1890 20 March Blair Federal Aid to Education Bill failed to pass Con- 
gress. 2 July Lodge Enforcement Act passed House but failed in Sen- 
ate. 1 November Mississippi state constitutional convention disfran- 
chised black voters within the terms of the Fifteenth Amendment. 


1895 10 September South Carolina constitutional convention disfran- 
chised black voters within the terms of the Fifteenth Amendment. 18 
September Booker T. Washington delivered the Atlanta Cotton States 
Exposition address endorsing development of the races in United States 
in a manner as separate as the five fingers but as united as the hand. 


1896 18 May In Plessy v. Ferguson, U.S. Supreme Court ruled separate 
but equal public accommodations acceptable under Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. 


1898 11 January Louisiana elected a constitutional convention that 
disfranchised black voters within the terms of the Fifteenth Amend- 
ment. 25 April In Williams v. Mississippi, the U.S. Supreme Court up- 
held Mississippi’s disfranchisement of black voters so long as done 
without direct reference to race. 8 June Congress removed proscrip- 
tions from all Confederate soldiers and civil officials without exception. 


1899 18 December In Cummings v. Georgia, U.S. Supreme Court 
ruled separate but equal education for races was acceptable under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. 


Introduction 


When an American hears the term “Civil War,” he or she generally envi- 
sions legions of heroic men in blue and gray, led by some of the best and 
worst generals the nation has ever spawned, contesting in the greatest bat- 
tles ever fought in the Western Hemisphere. What student of American 
history does not, at least peripherally, know of Ulysses S. Grant, William 
T. Sherman, Philip H. Sheridan, “Fighting Joe” Hooker, Robert E. Lee, 
“Stonewall” Jackson, J. E. B. Stuart, Nathan Bedford Forrest, and P. G. T. 
Beauregard? Who has not heard of the thousands of men who were killed 
or maimed at places such as Shiloh Church, First and Second Manassas, 
Wilson’s Creek, Perryville, Antietam, Fredericksburg, Gettysburg, Vicks- 
burg, Chickamauga, the Wilderness, Cold Harbor, the burning of Atlanta, 
and Appomattox? Some are even familiar with famous units in the armies 
of either side, such as the Pennsylvania Reserves, the Iron Brigade, the 
Michigan Cavalry Brigade, the Stonewall Brigade, the Irish Brigade, the 
Texas Brigade, and Morgan’s Cavalry Brigade; or acquainted with illus- 
trious units such as the Louisiana Tigers 1st Special Battalion, the 1st 
Texas Infantry, the 20th Maine Infantry, Rush’s 6th Pennsylvania 
Lancers, the 1st Virginia Black Horse Cavalry. 

Books, magazines, Civil War roundtables, historical reenactment 
units, the movie Gettysburg, and the felt kepis of blue and gray sold at 
every roadside stand and state fair all testify to the fascination that 
Americans hold for the Civil War—the military side of the Civil War. 
To suggest that the Civil War is important for more than the battlefields 
being swallowed up by twenty-first century urban sprawl, the timeless 
soldierly prowess of Grant and Lee, and the intrepid efforts of the men 
of both sides on the field is to risk a loud guffaw from the multitude of 
traditional Civil War buffs. 

But there is so much more to the Civil War than war. Society is made 
up of more than soldiers. Armies are supported by civilians and the gov- 
ernments that organize them. There are institutions that affect the way 
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one society deals with another. There are fundamental laws (constitu- 
tions) and legislative laws that enshrine what a society finds valuable 
and eternal. The interplay of these factors is politics. Traditional Civil 
War history is made up of more than white men. There are women and 
minorities, blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, the citizen and the im- 
migrant, the rich and poor, the moral and immoral, the jejune and the 
extraordinary. 

The editor of one outstanding, current Civil War magazine opined as 
how his journal was willing to recognize the existence and the impor- 
tance of the nonmilitary aspects, but that the events on the battlefield 
would be at least 85 percent of his magazine’s total offering. From a 
business standpoint, a casual observer might wonder if even that is too 
much of a concession. After all, it is the Civil War that sells his publi- 
cation. This led noted antebellum and Civil War historian William 
Freehling to counter with his essay, “Why Civil War Military History 
Must Be Less Than 85 Percent Military” (North & South 5 [February 
2002], 14-24). Freehling suggests that the 15 percent to be devoted to 
other than purely military matters ought to be doubled. 

One easy way to accomplish what Freehling suggests would be to 
place the war in the context of the era in which it occurred. In the case of 
this volume, that would be 1848-1877, but the dates are flexible. Indeed, 
one could assert with President Abraham Lincoln that it took “four score 
and seven years” to create the carnage that he memorialized at the hal- 
lowed ground at Gettysburg. Many would argue, in the metaphor of the 
Reverend Martin Luther King Jr., that particularly in the case of the race 
question, the war lives on to this day, its end yet an unsettled “dream.” No 
matter how one looks at it, as the biggest event in American history, the 
Civil War, military and nonmilitary events notwithstanding, continues to 
affect the politics, constitutionalism, and societal norms of the United 
States in an irrevocable way. It probably always will. 


ANTEBELLUM 


Although there have been many books devoted to the political, eco- 
nomic, and social causes of the Civil War, most of the reasons boil 
down to some aspect of slavery. Although slavery as an institution had 
been present in the original thirteen colonies, by the end of the Amer- 
ican Revolution, the states north of the Mason-Dixon Line (the north- 
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ern boundary of Maryland) had begun the process of abandoning it, 
while racial reasons (what to do with the numerous enslaved black peo- 
ple, whom most whites believed to be innately inferior, if they were 
freed) and economic reasons (especially the invention of the cotton gin 
in the 1790s) caused the Southern states to retain and then expand the 
institution. 

By the time of the end of the War with Mexico, the grandchildren of 
the founding fathers, those timeless paragons who had been willing to 
compromise the issue of bondage for the sake of the Constitution of 
1787, were no longer willing to let slavery exist unchallenged. Beyond 
the moral aspects emphasized by the abolitionists, there were important 
political aspects that tended to make all Northerners antislavery. The 
government of the United States before 1860 had been inordinately con- 
trolled by Southerners. Of the fifteen presidents in the antebellum pe- 
riod, all but six had been from the South, and four of these had been 
“doughfaces,” Northern men willing to overlook the slavery issue. 
Northerners thought that they saw a slave power conspiracy in these 
numbers, and strove to check it. 

The most obvious place to challenge slavery was in its spread into the 
western territories. This had been done before when the 1820 Missouri 
Compromise established free and slave territories divided by the line 
360°30’, the southern boundary of the state of Missouri, in the area of 
the Louisiana Purchase. When the United States received a large ces- 
sion of land from its victory in the War with Mexico in 1848, Northern 
congressmen introduced the Wilmot Proviso, suggesting that slavery be 
denied access to the new West. This caused an uproar, much of the 
fighting in Mexico having been done by Southern volunteers, that was 
finally mollified in the Compromise of 1850. Although it had many pro- 
visions, essentially the North got the new Free State of California, 
which upset the even count of free and slave state senators, and the 
South obtained the strict Fugitive Slave Law that returned runaway 
slaves through the agency of the federal government. The South figured 
it could conquer new lands in Latin America around the Caribbean 
Basin, the so-called Golden Circle, to make up the loss through private 
military expeditions, a process known as filibustering. 

On the issue of slavery in the new cession, much was left unsaid, fig- 
uring that the people in the territories would solve the problem by a 
simple vote, a concept called squatter sovereignty. But by 1854, the 
equilibrium in the West was upset again. Southerners realized that 
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Northerners could move their individual families into the West faster 
than Southerners could transfer plantation technology. The South saw 
the territorial stage as one of trusteeship, in which the territory had to be 
open to all, freemen or slaveholders. The vote for or against slavery by 
a territorial legislature was seen as the action of a body lacking sover- 
eignty, something a territory would not possess until it became a state. 
The vote had to take place in the first constitutional convention as state- 
hood was being sought. This concept was called popular sovereignty. 

The issue came to a head when, after the admission of California, it 
became imperative to link the Pacific Coast to the rest of the nation 
through a railroad. Immediately, speculators saw riches in the process, 
which would involve extensive federal aid through land grants. The east- 
ern terminus of this railroad would bring economic prosperity wherever 
it was located. There was one problem: the railroad would be so expen- 
sive that only one could afford to be built, federal aid or no. This made 
the whole thing sectional, but because of climate and lower mountains, 
the southern route would be the cheapest. Any issue involving competi- 
tion between North or South, sooner or later, boiled down to slavery. 

This caused Senator Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois to make a deal 
with the Southerners who controlled the U.S. Senate. That extra senator 
from California had turned out to be pro-Southern in ideology, causing 
the South still to reign supreme in Washington, D.C. The deal was that 
Douglas and certain Northern allies would admit to popular sovereignty 
by opening all of the West to slavery. It would be done by creating two 
new territories: Kansas and Nebraska. In exchange, the transcontinental 
railroad would be built out of Chicago (actually Omaha, Nebraska, but 
the effect would be the same) in Douglas’s home state. 

This act outraged the antislave North. It repealed the old Missouri 
Compromise line. It threatened to give the whole West to the slave South. 
Settlers rushed to Kansas to block the South—successfully, after a minia- 
ture civil war ensued. The established political system of Jacksonian 
Democrats and anti-Jackson Whigs broke up into one of sectional parties, 
with Democrats predominately in the South and “anti-Nebraska” Repub- 
licans in the North. The new, upstart Republicans came within three states 
of winning the 1856 election, realizing that they did not need a single 
Southern state to win the presidency, because the larger Northern popula- 
tion had more electoral votes. The Republicans needed only Pennsylva- 
nia and Illinois (think Abraham Lincoln) or Indiana to win in 1860. The 
North was further inflamed when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
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Southern view on slavery in the territories was correct and constitutional, 
as was the (to the North) obnoxious Fugitive Slave Law of 1850. 

The Republicans ably organized their sectional party, hoping to se- 
cure the states with the correct electoral vote for 1860. Southerners 
watched with growing anger as the North took control of the Congress 
in the by-elections, and of the executive with only 40 percent of the 
popular vote and Illinois’s Lincoln as their candidate. Worse, although 
four parties contested the 1860 election, if all of Lincoln’s opponents 
had agreed on one ticket, the Republicans still would have won—the 
numbers in the electoral college favored them so decisively. If the North 
(read: abolitionist, antislavery, destroyers of Southern civilization) 
could take the executive, keep the one seat in California, and do it with 
impunity, the South would ultimately lose the one branch of the gov- 
ernment it had left, the Supreme Court, as old pro-Southern justices 
died and new pro-Northern ones were appointed. 

Cognizant of losing power and encouraged by the inactivity of the 
outgoing James Buchanan administration, many Southerners, secession- 
ists, urged immediate action. Leave the Union and create their own na- 
tion, based on the principles of 1787 embodied in the Constitution. Other 
Southerners, cooperationists, wanted to see if Lincoln would commit an 
overt act against Southern interests first. Lincoln, meanwhile, tried to 
walk a narrow line between the South and his Northern constituents. 
This unintentionally made him seem vaguer than usual. Compromise ef- 
forts in and out of Congress failed. Just by coincidence, the state most 
desirous of leaving the Union, South Carolina, had a new legislature in 
session and moved to secede on 20 December 1860. The Deep South, 
stimulated by South Carolina’s example and urged on by “Fire-Eaters” 
or rabid secessionists, seceded from the Union and organized a provi- 
sional government of the Confederate States of America at Montgomery, 
Alabama, before Lincoln could be inaugurated. Some of the preliminary 
state votes on secession were close, but all were decisive in the end. 


THE CIVIL WAR 


1861 


Facing the new Confederacy, Lincoln had to sneak into Washington 
to avoid a convincing plot against his life in Baltimore. This made him 
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a laughingstock and probably caused him to be a little too flippant with 
future assassination threats. Baltimore blocked the only railroads from 
the North and finally had to be subdued by military force. But bigger 
problems faced Lincoln. The North still held several federal installa- 
tions within the boundaries of the new Confederacy. The South wanted 
these properties returned to the states in which they stood. Lincoln 
could not very well turn tail and run; nor could his counterpart, Presi- 
dent Jefferson Davis, allow the United States to deny the Confederate 
state full sovereignty by permitting Union soldiers to remain in the in- 
stallations. What seems to have happened was that Lincoln forced Davis 
to fire the first shot, which the South did on 12 April 1861. Probably 
neither side thought the other had the guts to shoot and miscalculated. 
The war was on. 

President Lincoln called up the state militias, each state getting a 
quota, to suppress the rebellion. His action weighed the scales against 
the cooperationists in the rest of the South. Texas had already assisted 
secessionists in the far West to secede and form the Confederate Terri- 
tory of Arizona. Led by Virginia, the upper South instituted a second se- 
cession movement. Only Missouri, Kentucky, Maryland, and Delaware 
of the slave states remained neutral and in the Union. Lincoln immedi- 
ately occupied Maryland and arrested its prosecession legislators, lest 
Washington, D.C., wind up in the Confederacy. 

Lincoln’s willingness to avoid constitutional provisions for decisive 
action through presidential proclamations was a hallmark of his admin- 
istration. While it offered him the choice of immediate action, it de- 
moted Congress to spectator status, a result that angered not only those 
Northern Democrats still in the body, but his own Republicans as well. 
Nonetheless, Lincoln declared the South to be in rebellion, called up the 
militia and volunteers, increased the size of the regular army and the 
navy, created a blockade of the Southern coast, diverted funds appro- 
priated for other departments to the war effort, and suspended the writ 
of habeas corpus to institute arbitrary arrests of suspected Rebel sup- 
porters. All of these items were by location in the Constitution reserved 
for Congress to act on. After he had acted, Lincoln called Congress into 
special session and had it ratify what had been done. 

For the rest of 1861, the South won the First Battle of Manassas near 
Washington, D.C., and Wilson’s Creek in far off Missouri, and elected 
a permanent Confederate government in November. Meanwhile, the 
North managed to secure western Virginia, a section of that state that 
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was pro-Union and eventually would become its own state. In the far 
West, a Texas-organized invasion swept to the borders of California and 
Colorado Territory before being driven back. And utilizing its naval 
power, the North began to land soldiers on the southeastern Atlantic 
Coast to enforce the blockade. This meant that the problem of how to 
reconstruct the Union arose almost as soon as its division. But the 
shooting served to conceal it from the policy makers and the public for 
some time. 


1862 


Also concealed for some time was the plodding route to Union vic- 
tory in the West, on either side of the Mississippi River. In the Trans- 
Mississippi, the initial Confederate invasion of Missouri after its victory 
at Wilson’s Creek faltered at Lexington and then folded completely with 
defeats at Pea Ridge and Prairie Grove, which opened Arkansas north 
of the Arkansas River. 

Similarly, Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s push up the Tennessee River led to 
the fall of Fts. Henry and Donelson and the bloody victory at Shiloh, 
opening the state of Mississippi to future invasion. His army scattered 
by unfortunate interference from Washington, Grant checkmated a Con- 
federate counterattack at the twin battles of Iuka and Corinth. The Con- 
federates reorganized their forces, slipped around Grant at Memphis, 
and up the Cumberland Valley into Kentucky, where they installed a 
short-lived Rebel state government. Turned back by advancing Union 
forces at Perryville, the Confederates retreated into central Tennessee, 
checkmating the following Yankee army at the three-day Battle of 
Stones River below Nashville at the end of the year. 

But the steady Union conquest of Tennessee was eclipsed by events 
east of the Appalachian Mountains in Virginia and Maryland. Because 
of botched opportunities over the winter, Congress entered the war in 
force by creating the Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War. Al- 
though the Republican members’ simplistic solution to defeat was more 
Republican antislavery generals and fewer Democrats in the field, they 
did serve to impress on the professional soldiers that few excuses for 
defeat were valid. 

But the defeats in the East came fast and furiously. After picking up 
Confederate ministers James M. Mason and John Slidell off the British 
ship Trent, an embarrassed Lincoln was forced to release them to continue 
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their missions. Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan was in charge of the 
Union land effort against the permanent Confederate capital of Rich- 
mond. A brilliant organizer, McClellan seemed never to be able to close 
with the Rebels for the final victory. Taking the army from Washington to 
Fortress Monroe at the tip of the Virginia peninsula, McClellan dallied in 
a month-long siege at Yorktown before closing in on Richmond from the 
east. The war seemed to be coming to a bad end for the Confederates. But 
a change of Rebel commanders brought Gen. Robert E. Lee to the fore. 
Lee had already set loose his subordinate Gen. Thomas J. Jackson, who 
won the sobriquet “Stonewall” for holding at First Manassas until the 
Confederates could win. In a brilliant campaign against three bigger 
Union armies, Jackson had run the Union commander ragged as he 
slashed up and down the Shenandoah Valley west of Richmond. 

Jackson caused Lincoln to hold what McClellan thought to be vital 
reinforcements from him at Richmond. As McClellan stewed, Lee 
brought Jackson quietly to Richmond and counterattacked McClellan in 
the Seven Days Campaign. McClellan was driven back to the safety of 
the Union navy’s big guns at Harrison’s Landing on the James River. 
Sending a new army through central Virginia at last, Lincoln was dis- 
mayed to see Lee march rapidly north and defeat this force at the Sec- 
ond Battle of Manassas. With the Union army retreating right into 
Washington, Lee and Jackson crossed the Potomac River into Mary- 
land. 

Bringing McClellan back from his self-imposed exile on the James, 
Lincoln sent him out to stop Lee. At Antietam Creek near Hagerstown, 
Maryland, Lee and McClellan fought to a standstill before Lee retreated 
back into Virginia. McClellan’s refusal to pursue in a timely manner led 
Lincoln to sack him one last time. Lincoln took this “victory” as an op- 
portunity to issue his preliminary Emancipation Proclamation. It would 
be made final by 1 January 1863 and would free all slaves in the Con- 
federacy should the South not return to the Union by then. The policy 
was as unpopular in the North as it was the South, but its ostensible pur- 
pose was to make the war one for freedom, against which the meddling 
British dared not intervene. 

Meanwhile, Lincoln and the Republicans in Congress moved on do- 
mestic policy, passing laws to finance the Pacific Railroad, create land 
grant colleges, raise the tariff to protect Northern industries, reestablish 
a national banking system, set up the Homestead Act to encourage pop- 
ulation of the West, and develop a contract labor law to import foreign 
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labor to build the railroad and keep Northern industry running to win 
the war. The Republican action was made possible by the absence of the 
South from the halls of Congress. But his Emancipation Proclamation 
and continued Union defeats in the East caused the Northern voters to 
defeat many Republican congressmen in November. The following 
month, the voters received news of Gen. Lee’s defeat of the Union army 
at Fredericksburg, Virginia, under a new commander, Gen. Ambrose E. 
Burnside, a completely lopsided victory that cost the attacking Yankees 
twice the losses of the defending Rebels. 


1863 


At the end of 1862, Gen. Grant’s army made its first attempt to take 
the mighty Confederate fortress of Vicksburg. Going forward under 
Gen. Sherman, the Union army was shot to pieces. Grant spent the 
whole winter trying to crack Vicksburg through the back bayous, only 
to be turned back at each attempt. In the spring, he had the U.S. Navy 
send its supporting river craft past the guns at night and crossed his 
army over south of the city. Then, in one of the fastest and most effec- 
tive campaigns of the war, Grant moved east to block Confederate rein- 
forcements at Jackson, Mississippi, then turned back west to Vicksburg 
from the rear, bottling up the Rebel army in the forts. A siege of two 
months produced Vicksburg’s surrender on 4 July. As Grant took care 
of Vicksburg, another Union army out of New Orleans moved up Bayou 
Teche west of the city and looped around Port Hudson, Louisiana. Its 
fall just after Vicksburg opened the Mississippi to Union ships and split 
the Confederacy in half. 

Once again, however, the nation’s eyes were turned to the east. With 
a mighty army that outnumbered Gen. Lee two to one, Union Gen. 
“Fighting Joe” Hooker moved upriver from Fredericksburg and stole a 
march on Lee. Behind Lee and headed for open country, Hooker inex- 
plicably stopped and rested on his laurels. Lee quickly split his army 
into three parts and using the Wilderness, a secondary growth of scrub 
timber, to shield his movements, marched Stonewall Jackson just out of 
sight right across Hooker’s front. When the battle ended, Hooker’s 
mighty force was thoroughly defeated. The only good thing for the 
North was the death of Jackson as he ran Hooker off the field. 

Lee immediately slipped west around the Union force and invaded 
Pennsylvania. Hooker followed halfheartedly, arguing with Lincoln 
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over who commanded the far-flung Union troops in the East. Lincoln 
fired Hooker and replaced him with Gen. George Meade. Meanwhile, 
Lee was blinded by the absence of his cavalry out on a raid behind the 
Union army. Retracting his own scattered forces to a road junction in 
Pennsylvania called Gettysburg, Lee and Meade accidentally bumped 
into each other and fought a three-day battle that cost both armies 
50,000 casualties. Smashed on the third day in Pickett’s Charge, Lee 
withdrew to Virginia on 4 July. Meade followed haltingly, his army as 
thoroughly beaten up as Lee’s. 

Meanwhile, in the vast middle ground between Vicksburg and Get- 
tysburg, Union Gen. William S. Rosecrans maneuvered his opponent 
Gen. Braxton Bragg out of the old Stones River position and skillfully 
drove him past Chattanooga into northern Georgia. Reinforced by Con- 
federate troops from Lee’s army sent by railroad, Bragg attacked Rose- 
crans’s scattered command at Chickamauga Creek, producing a rout 
and the greatest Southern victory in that theater for the whole war. 
Rosecrans was bottled up in Chattanooga, his men starving. Lincoln or- 
dered Grant to come over from Vicksburg and, with reinforcements 
from Meade below Washington, D.C., also sent by rail, Grant fired 
Rosecrans, relieved the siege, and drove the Rebels off Missionary 
Ridge, nullifying the earlier Chickamauga victory. 

As Union forces occupied more and more of the South, what to do to 
reconstruct the Union became of prime importance. Lincoln’s Recon- 
struction Plan was to readmit any Southern state in which 10 percent of 
the male voting population would permit Union occupation, sign an 
oath of future loyalty to the United States, and draw up a Free State con- 
stitution. The only problem was that Congress refused to seat represen- 
tatives elected under Lincoln’s plan, its prerogative under the Constitu- 
tion, negating Lincoln’s Reconstruction. 


1864 


Realizing that he had finally found his best general, Lincoln put 
Grant in charge of the whole war effort, with orders to destroy the Con- 
federacy posthaste. Grant envisioned a three-pronged attack, but his 
planned attack on Mobile was lost to political and economic exigencies, 
so he turned up the Red River Valley toward Shreveport, Louisiana. 
Here, Lincoln hoped to free numerous slaves and capture massive 
amounts of cotton, as well as bring the war into areas that had remained 
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relatively untouched so far. An attack from Baton Rouge was to be sup- 
ported by a column heading south from Little Rock. Both columns 
moved so disjointedly that the same Confederate army defeated them 
both in consecutive attacks. Then part of the Rebel army launched a 
drive into Missouri that failed, also. Lincoln had promised that the cam- 
paign would end successfully and early enough to turn back to Mobile, 
but this was not to be. The capture of Mobile was left to the U.S. Navy. 

The other parts of Grant’s plan went more smoothly. Gen. Sherman 
advanced from Chattanooga upon Atlanta, the transportation hub of the 
Deep South. Although he was checked by the artful Confederate Gen. 
Joseph Johnston, public pressure at Johnston’s delaying tactics led to 
his replacement by Gen. John B. Hood. Attacking Sherman’s forces 
three times around Atlanta, Hood wore his army out against Sherman’s 
bigger number of men. Hood’s casualties seemed to confirm the wis- 
dom of Johnston’s earlier retreats. After taking Atlanta, Sherman reor- 
ganized his army into four columns and marched from Atlanta to the 
sea, laying waste to all he encountered. 

Meanwhile, Grant reserved the Confederacy’s greatest field com- 
mander, Gen. Lee, for himself. Marching overland through the Wilder- 
ness west of the old Chancellorsville battlefield, Grant took on Lee at 
every turn. Rather than giving the Confederates respite by turning back 
each time Lee checked his move, as had been the Yankees’ habit the past 
two years, Grant kept coming on. He knew that he could afford the ca- 
sualties, while Lee could not. It took Grant nearly 100,000 killed, 
wounded, and missing, but by June he was at the gates of Richmond, 
where McClellan had been in 1862. Grant then crossed south of the 
James River on a gigantic pontoon bridge to take Richmond from the 
rear. Only unimaginative Union field leadership permitted the Rebels to 
hold him at Petersburg until Lee could bring his army up and force a 
nine-month siege. 

Hoping to repeat the 1862 exploits of Stonewall Jackson in the Shenan- 
doah Valley, Lee detached part of his force under Gen. Jubal Early who 
marched up the Shenandoah Valley (scattering his opponents every- 
where), across the Potomac River, then southeast to the Monocacy River 
(where he defeated a weak defending force), and on to Washington. It was 
the first and only time in the war that the Confederates actually threatened 
Washington, made more critical because Grant had removed the large gar- 
rison and sent it down to participate in the lengthy Petersburg siege. Pres- 
ident Lincoln went out to watch the battle and actually came under fire. 


12. © INTRODUCTION 


But Early was too weak to force the issue, especially after Grant 
sent reinforcements from Petersburg. Still, he lingered embarrassingly 
close to the national capital, and Grant sent back his cavalry general, 
Gen. Philip Sheridan, to deal with the problem once and for all. Sheri- 
dan drove Early back through the Shenandoah in a series of battles. 
Just when Sheridan thought he had disposed of Early, the Rebels 
counterattacked at Cedar Creek. In a day-long battle, Sheridan’s men 
were at first routed, but were able to rally and drive Early from the 
field, once and for all. Sheridan then destroyed the agricultural and 
industrial capabilities of the Shenandoah, Virginia’s breadbasket and 
iron center. 

With Grant bogged down at Petersburg, it was fortunate for Lincoln 
that Sherman and Sheridan had delivered the victories necessary for 
him to take the election of 1864. Lincoln was under heavy attack, not 
only from Democrats who accused him of botching the war in the field 
and arbitrarily arresting his opponents, but also from his own Republi- 
can Party, which feared that Lincoln would not make a good candidate 
because he was not decisive enough, particularly on reconstructing the 
South. The Radical Republicans, the driving ideologues of the party, 
had rejected Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan of Reconstruction, substituting 
the Wade-Davis plan, which proposed that 50 percent of the voters take 
an oath of future loyalty to the Union and that only those who could 
take a special ironclad oath (never helping the Confederacy willingly) 
be allowed to create new state governments in the South. Lincoln 
pocket vetoed the measure, and its sponsors publicly accused him of be- 
ing too lax. 

Running their own ticket to drive Lincoln out of the party, the Radi- 
cals found that they could not control the Republican convention, which 
renominated Lincoln. Then came victories in the Shenandoah Valley, 
Georgia, and at Mobile. Lincoln’s popularity soared with the Northern 
voters. The Radicals begged to be let back into the party, and Lincoln 
threw them a bone, as it were, by asking his postmaster general, an es- 
pecially hated Negrophobe, to resign. The Democrats, meanwhile, nom- 
inated Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan on a peace with the South plat- 
form. McClellan accepted the nomination, but rejected the platform. 
Lincoln’s electoral victory was made all the more satisfying when news 
arrived that Gen. George Thomas had decisively defeated a Confeder- 
ate army in Nashville, driving it clear back across the Tennessee River 
into Alabama. 
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1865 


The end of the Confederacy was but a matter of time. Grant finally 
broke through Lee’s lines at Petersburg and took Richmond at the be- 
ginning of April. A week later he cornered Lee’s retreating army at Ap- 
pomattox Court House and forced Lee’s surrender. A week later, John 
Wilkes Booth assassinated President Lincoln at Ford’s Theater in Wash- 
ington. After some initial problems with political reconstruction matters 
being included in the terms, Sherman, who had marched north through 
the Carolinas, got Gen. Johnston (recently restored to command) to sur- 
render on the same basis as Lee at Durham Station, North Carolina. Con- 
federate President Jefferson Davis and most of his fleeing government 
were captured in Georgia. Other Confederate military forces surrendered 
in the ensuing month; by 30 May the Confederacy was no more. 


RECONSTRUCTION 


1865 


When Lincoln died, Vice President Andrew Johnson became the new 
president. At first, he seemed to be just what the Radical Republicans 
wanted: a tough, no-nonsense sort of man who would punish the South. 
But Congress was out of session until December, and that gave Johnson 
a lot of time to reconstruct the South without Congress’s help. He called 
for a majority of voters in each seceded state to take an oath of future 
loyalty. Then they had to draw up a state constitution that abolished 
slavery and endorsed the new Thirteenth Amendment, which had re- 
placed the Emancipation Proclamation. Johnson excluded from partici- 
pation all those voters worth over $20,000, the former slaveholders of 
the big plantations. They had to make individual application for pardon. 
But Johnson gave those pardons away wholesale. 

The South moved rapidly to meet Johnson’s demands and those 
elected presented themselves before Congress in December to be 
seated. But Congress refused. They professed horror that the represen- 
tatives and senators sent by the Southern states were all ex-members of 
the Confederate army, derisively called the “Confederate Brigadiers.” 
Congress was also angered that the South had passed in each state a se- 
ries of laws, the Black Codes, that set aside inferior positions, econom- 
ically, politically, and socially, for the freed slaves. 
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1866 


Johnson defended his Reconstruction process, and Congress moved 
to see if some sort of compromise might be reached. Congress sought 
to renew a federal agency set up a year before to assist freed blacks and 
refugees in the South; Johnson vetoed it as unconstitutional. Congress 
then tried to nullify the Black Codes with a federal Civil Rights Act. 
Johnson vetoed that. Then Johnson spoke publicly and derisively of his 
congressional opponents. Congress repassed the Freedmen’s Bureau 
Act and the Civil Rights Act over his veto. Then Congress wrote the 
Fourteenth Amendment to guarantee that the Civil Rights Act would be- 
come a constitutional amendment. Johnson told the South to turn it 
down. All but Tennessee (Johnson’s home state, controlled by his worst 
political enemy) refused to endorse it. Congress readmitted Tennessee 
into the Union by seating its representatives and senators. Johnson took 
to the electoral hustings (presidents were not supposed to do such 
undignified thing in those days), seeking to defeat the Radical Republi- 
cans in favor of Democrats in a campaign called “Swing around the Cir- 
cle.” Congress sent speakers to stir up the crowds ahead of his appear- 
ances. Johnson sparred with hecklers everywhere. The Republicans 
won a landslide, unusual for an off-year election. 


1867 


Congress saw no need to wait for the new body to be seated in De- 
cember 1867 to act against the president. The people had spoken. Con- 
gress passed a series of measures. It restricted the president’s powers to 
fire cabinet members without congressional approval. It prevented the 
president from giving an order directly to any army officer, unless he 
had the commanding general’s approval first. It called the next Con- 
gress into immediate session in March 1867, so Johnson could not act 
during recesses as both he and Lincoln had done so often. And it put the 
army (which Johnson could not command) in charge of the South and 
Reconstruction. Under army supervision, each Southern state (less Ten- 
nessee) had to start Reconstruction all over with a new state constitution 
that recognized the right of African Americans to vote and ratified the 
pending Fourteenth Amendment. The next Congress refined the Mili- 
tary Reconstruction Act three times, to cover loopholes inadvertently 
found in the process. 
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1868-1871 


Contrary to what many Southerners have charged, the federal gov- 
ernment was not interested in putting too many obstacles in the way of 
Southern readmission to the Union. By July 1868, only three states re- 
mained (Texas, Mississippi, and Virginia) under the army. It was a pres- 
idential election year and Republicans wanted to see Southern electoral 
votes included for their candidate, Gen. Grant. At the same time, Re- 
publicans wanted to settle with President Johnson for the last time. Us- 
ing his removal of Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton as an excuse, 
charges were brought and the House of Representatives tried him before 
the Senate, only to see Johnson beat the rap by one vote. In retaliation, 
the outgoing president pardoned many Confederates excluded from the 
voting process and the Lincoln conspirators still alive in federal prison. 

Winning the election more narrowly than the Republicans would 
have liked, President Grant moved to end Reconstruction by readmit- 
ting the remaining unreconstructed states as quickly as possible. He also 
had to see to it that Georgia was reconstructed another time for throw- 
ing out blacks elected to the state legislature. The price for their recal- 
citrance was that they had to approve the Fifteenth Amendment, pro- 
hibiting the denial of the vote to African Americans. 

Meanwhile, Georgia proved to be the quickest of the Southern states 
to limit the role of blacks in society. Most of this discrimination was ac- 
complished extralegally through organizations such as the Ku Klux 
Klan. To check this activity, Congress passed the Enforcement Acts, 
putting federal power behind the gains of African Americans in Recon- 
struction, with varying degrees of success. 


1872-1875 


In 1872, Grant won a second term. But his next four years would be 
marred by scandal and the violent end of Reconstruction in the South. 
Grant did his best, putting more effort in it than most, but he could not 
stop the race riots that swept the South and “redeemed” each state for 
white conservatives by 1876. He was not helped any as the Supreme 
Court began to develop restrictive interpretations of laws and the Con- 
stitution that compromised Reconstruction. Nor was Grant assisted by 
the corrupt nature of the existing Republican governments in the South. 
Similar corruption affected the Democrats in the big cities of the North. 
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And, of course, Grant’s own administration was shot through with its 
own form of cabinet-level shenanigans that caused the whole country to 
question “Grantism,” as it came to be called. 


1876-1877 


By the presidential election of 1876, the Republicans stood a good 
chance of losing the executive office. Congress had already gone Dem- 
ocrat in 1874. When the election was over, it turned out that the Demo- 
crats were one electoral vote from victory. But there were enough ques- 
tionable electoral votes outstanding that if the Republicans could take 
them all they would retain their hold on the presidency. The key was 
that the votes up for grabs all occurred in the three Southern states still 
under Republican control, South Carolina, Florida, and Louisiana. Both 
sides sent lobbyists down to buy the needed votes, but the Democrat, 
Samuel Tilden of New York, was poorly advised and needed only one 
vote. The Republican candidate, Rutherford B. Hayes of Ohio, needed 
everyone. The questionable votes went with the Republican money. 

Outraged, the Democrats had an electoral commission set up to vali- 
date the votes, all of which were essentially fraudulent. The commission 
had seven Republicans and seven Democrats, taken from the House and 
the Senate and the Supreme Court. The one deciding vote ultimately 
went to the Republicans once again. The Democrat-dominated house 
threatened not to count the votes, until the Southern Democrats broke 
ranks and voted for Hayes. Hayes was derided as “Ol’ 8 to 7” and 
“Rutherfraud” B. Hayes, but he took the oath in March 1877. The story 
grew up that the deal Hayes and his handlers made was to end military 
support of Reconstruction, the so-called Compromise of 1877. But 
Hayes was pledged to end Reconstruction, deal or no. In any case, the 
federal government withdrew from the electoral process in the South 
and every former Confederate state was now back in the Union and un- 
der solid white control. 


1878-1900 


The years that followed Reconstruction were the New Departure 
Years and were marked by the federal government keeping its word and 
staying out of the internal politics of the states. The U.S. Supreme Court 
followed suit, gutting the guarantees of the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and 
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Fifteenth Amendments, until by 1900, the United States had been 
legally divided into two countries, one white and one black, all al- 
legedly “separate but equal.” It never worked that way, and by the end 
of World War II a Second Reconstruction began that reversed the South- 
ern political, economic, and social victory in Reconstruction, and, by 
1965, came much closer to achieving the “Great Society” that the North 
thought it had won in the first place in 1865. 


INTERPRETING THE EVENTS 


An old adage holds that historical events, especially wars, are written 
from the viewpoint of the winners. But there is one era of U.S. history 
where this axiom has not always rung true. That is the period of the 
Civil War and Reconstruction, running roughly from the end of the War 
with Mexico (1848) to the beginning of the Spanish-American War 
(1898). In fact, the loser, the white South, has dominated much of the 
historical writing, often in a decisive manner. 

The very name “Civil War” is itself a compromise between the par- 
ticipants and those who record their actions and thoughts. It is defined 
in the dictionary as a struggle between at least two factions of a single 
nation, a general explanation that really does not denote war guilt or the 
intensity that either side felt at the time. The study of the American Civil 
War is typified by the emphasis on brave men fighting for what they be- 
lieved, on military strategy and tactics, and epitomized by the present 
generation in the numerous battlefield reenactments. It is history, it is 
fun, but it is relatively neutral. It is the tale that has been brought into 
everyone’s living room as the fascinating movie Gettysburg. In its at- 
tempt to avoid blame and exalt the glorious, the brave, the inventive and 
explore the tremendous personalities who fought the war, it is typically 
modern American—very forgiving. 

Contemporaries of the Civil War were not so kind. The war’s official 
name in the North was the War of the Rebellion, as the official printed 
record of the conflict, The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the 
Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, makes clear. 
The implication was that the secession of the South and the ensuing 
hostilities were illegal, immoral, and downright wrong. It was a war 
forced upon the nation by a group of conspirators, Southern slavehold- 
ers, who fired the first shot at Ft. Sumter, brazenly demonstrating their 
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evilness before the whole world. It was the duty of historians to chron- 
icle this slave power conspiracy for posterity, exposing it for the mis- 
guided attempt it was to divide the hope of all humankind by destroy- 
ing the United States. That God was on the side of the North was proved 
by the ultimate Union victory on the battlefield. 

Of course, Southerners were not about to admit to what they saw as 
a cute piece of Yankee fiction—this alleged War of Rebellion. To them, 
the war was entirely justifiable—a War for Southern Independence, as 
clearly moral and necessary as the original War of American Indepen- 
dence had been against the British in 1776, and for the same reasons. It 
was a noble, legal, constitutional attempt to free the South from a con- 
tinual, unfair, illegal, and unconstitutional Northern attempt to subju- 
gate it, economically, morally, spiritually, and culturally. Having failed 
to crush the South politically under the U.S. Constitution, the North 
now sought to do it through the extralegal means of military force. The 
South had no choice but to defend itself from the Yankee aggression 
brought on by President Abraham Lincoln’s refusal to surrender peace- 
fully Ft. Sumter located within the boundaries of the seceded state of 
South Carolina and his call up of the militia of the several states de- 
signed to coerce the South back into the Union. 

Those south of the Mason-Dixon Line (most of them, anyway) be- 
lieved that the North’s blatant refusal to follow provisions granted the 
South under the U.S. Constitution in 1787, which guaranteed that slav- 
ery was a domestic institution removed from federal control, gave the 
South the right to terminate the compact through secession. Those state 
rights that the Southern states had temporarily surrendered to the fed- 
eral government were now reclaimed and redelegated in turn to the 
Confederate government in an attempt to preserve the intentions of the 
founding fathers in their fullest sense. Although the cause might be lost 
on the battlefield, former Confederates maintained that it was the duty 
of historians to reveal Yankee duplicity to its fullest and honor the 
South’s purer legal and moral position in this War between the States. 
Thus, the veterans published the Southern Historical Society Papers to 
prove their point. 

As time moved on, the war’s meaning changed among the partici- 
pants and the historians who recorded it. By the turn of the twentieth 
century, in the wake of U.S. victory in the war with Spain and its entry 
onto the stage of world colonialism, the United States was experiencing 
a revived nationalism, of a nature that had not been seen for sixty years. 
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Both sides of the Civil War made an informal compromise. The finger- 
pointing stopped. They agreed that all had fought in the Civil War hon- 
orably for what they believed in. Neither side had a corner on the mar- 
ket for good or evil. The North was right in the war; the South was right 
about the Reconstruction that followed. This attitude was 
assisted by the South’s support of the united nation in the Spanish- 
American War and the North’s abandonment of equal rights for African 
Americans in light of its colonialism among other colored peoples of 
the world in Latin America and Asia. 

It was a love feast that would last for the next sixty years. Modern re- 
searchers usually take the fangs out of all this War of Rebellion (or 
whatever) argument by using the shortened title, Official Records, or the 
even more neutral, O.R. The still best four-volume Battles & Leaders of 
the Civil War (often cited B&L) was an attempt to gather remembrances 
by participants of both sides, twenty years after the fact. It marked the 
trend, now pretty much general, to focus on brave men fighting for what 
they believed in, without any censure as to motives. 

Thus, the War of Rebellion and the War for Southern Independence 
became the nonjudgmental Civil War. Sadly, the modern analysis went, 
the war had been an irrepressible conflict over slavery in all of its im- 
plications, economic, political, moral. It was good that slavery had been 
abolished. This freed the undivided nation to expand into the American 
West and then take the blessings of American religion, industry, culture, 
and government into the world. As the twentieth century progressed, 
some historians, particularly in the North, came to see the war as a sec- 
ond American Revolution. Now slavery had little to do with it, beyond 
holding back an inevitable industrializing of America. The Civil War 
was a Sad but necessary event in the march of history. In many ways, 
the progress represented by industrialization turned out to be subtly pro- 
Southern in its emphasis. The economic revolution and urbanization of 
the United States wrought new evils such as worker exploitation, child 
labor, sweatshops, and slums. 

Others, however, saw the evils of industry as good. These were 
Marxist historians who viewed the war as a step toward the classless 
state. Unlike the Second American Revolution school, this view was de- 
cidedly anti-Southern. Relegating the Old South to the ash heap of his- 
tory, the Marxists praised Northern victory as a vital step to heralding 
the ultimate struggle between the proletarian worker and the bourgeois 
industrialist. 


20 © INTRODUCTION 


During this same period of the first half of the twentieth century, 
Southern historians began to assert their own interpretation of what the 
war was all about. They affirmed that the war was caused by slavery 
and the difficult peace that followed was a result, not of industrializa- 
tion, but of Northerners not understanding what the social and political 
implications of freeing African Americans were all about. This was the 
same period that saw racial segregation heartily practiced, North and 
South. It also was the era of the Great Depression, which created many 
challenges to industrial America and the benefits of industrialization. In 
the more rural South, many writers trumpeted the advantages of agrari- 
anism, something central to the pre—Civil War plantation South. Indus- 
trialism had brought with it wage slavery, societal agitators, and a hy- 
persensitive sectional feeling that had removed Yankees from the old 
agrarian values of the founding fathers. 

The Southern agrarians were assisted in their quest by the general 
disappointment in the results of World War I, with its congressional in- 
vestigations of the so-called Merchants of Death—industrialists who 
made money on guns and munitions. A whole generation of Northern 
and Southern historians, Revisionists they were called, saw the same 
war profiteering in the Civil War and its corrupt manufacturers of card- 
board shoes, bullets loaded with sand, and cheap, shoddy uniforms, all 
abetted by rotten politicians. Wars were seen as exercises in stupidity 
and exploitation. Politicians were seen as propagandists and agitators, 
hiding their industrial profits behind talk of noble objectives that did not 
really exist. The Civil War became no longer inevitable. It was now the 
repressible conflict. Americans, North and South, had been betrayed by 
venal politicians and industrialists, who cared little but for profits. They 
were nothing more than robber barons, fleecing the average citizens for 
their own profligate greed. 

But the war against fascism changed all that. World War II was the 
one and only war in U.S. history that garnered the support of a vast 
majority of all Americans. There was a new nationalism. War once 
again was seen as achieving good things and being necessary to meet 
certain challenges to civilization. Americans who went abroad saw so 
many evils and stayed away so long that Jack Goodman edited a vol- 
ume called While You Were Gone to bring servicemen and women 
back to the reality of what happened in the civilian world while they 
were overseas. It was presented in twenty-six easy lessons, written by 
experts in their fields (labor, industry, politics, sports, youth, media, 
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advertising, and so on). But no book could change the change in cli- 
mate in the post-World War II United States. There was a new appre- 
ciation that politicians could have prevented war but blundered into it 
anyway. There was a new outlook on race, inspired by evils the Ger- 
mans and Japanese had committed against perceived lesser races. It 
was seen that the Civil War, too, had accomplished the end of slavery 
and the creation of a new America—and it was not at all a bad thing 
to have done. 

This nationalist line of thought was increased by the civil rights 
movement, as African Americans took to the streets and the federal 
courts to gain what had been lost in the aftermath of the Civil War. More 
and more, the Southern view of the war was pushed aside as a new 
breed of neoabolitionists presented what might best be described as a 
politically correct version of the War of the Rebellion. Southern heroes 
quickly became rabid racists fighting for an outdated, immoral society. 
This was not hard to accomplish in the case of Nathan Bedford Forrest, 
the leader of the Ft. Pillow massacre and Grand Wizard of the original 
Ku Klux Klan, but it even rubbed off on Robert E. Lee, the quintessen- 
tial gentleman and everybody’s Southern hero, who once rivaled the 
Union’s sainted Abraham Lincoln in reputation. 

Because it is so intimately related to the Civil War, Reconstruction 
has gone through many of the same interpretive differences as the 
Civil War, with some important variations, as befits the history of 
where black Americans belong in American society. Although this is 
also a recurrent theme in Civil War history, it has often been obscured 
by the battlefield and military studies, which predominate in that area. 
But the role and place of African Americans in the United States is a 
dominant theme in Reconstruction history. Once again, helped by the 
North-South compromise in 1898 over the war with Spain and US. 
entry onto the world stage of colonialism to civilize “our little brown 
brothers” with the Krag rifle (as the old saw went), the advent of So- 
cial Darwinism arguing for superior (white) and inferior (colored) 
races, and a weariness for seemingly unsolvable nineteenth-century 
Civil War issues, the Confederate losers have become the victors in 
the history books until fairly recently. So much so, in fact, that Fawn 
Brodie, an exasperated historian and biographer of Pennsylvania Rad- 
ical Republican congressman Thaddeus Stevens, once felt compelled 
to write a column in the New York Times wondering “Who Won the 
Civil War, Anyway?” 
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So far as Reconstruction was concerned, Brodie had good reason to 
ask. Like the Civil War, the first histories of Reconstruction were writ- 
ten by the participants themselves. But unlike the Civil War battlefield 
participants, the Yankees who came south to preserve the peace were 
not as certain as to their victory. They came to put in place a recon- 
struction that came to be characterized as a Reconstruction. The spelling 
is crucial. It differentiates something good and noble from something 
bad and ignoble. Many disillusioned reconstructors, such as Carpetbag- 
ger Albion Tourgée, wrote of their experiences in the postwar South as 
a lost cause, a “fool’s errand.” Those who did not were in danger of be- 
ing dismissed as unbridled idealists or impractical racial amalgama- 
tionists. Reinforcing the critics’ views at the turn of the twentieth cen- 
tury was the entrance onto the literary stage of the first college-educated 
historians. These Ph.D.s included such men as John Burgess, James 
Ford Rhodes, James Schouler, and future U.S. president Woodrow Wil- 
son, but by far the most influential was William A. Dunning of Colum- 
bia University. 

It is not so much what Dunning wrote (he published only two vol- 
umes), but whom he influenced that made him famous. Dunning at- 
tracted many capable history graduate students, especially from the 
South, to come and study under him at Columbia. Each candidate se- 
lected a Southern state to study for a Ph.D. dissertation. Each had that 
study published. Often, each had grown up in the subject Southern state. 
And each wrote in more or less the same vein: about corrupt, evil, amal- 
gamating ex-slaves; about corrupt, evil Northerners who came to exploit 
the prostrate South, the infamous Carpetbaggers; about Southern white 
trash who turned on their own people and supported the blacks and Yan- 
kees in their conniving ways, the hated Scalawags; about the Yankee sol- 
diers, many of them black, who gave the teeth to these nefarious evildo- 
ers through their Bayonet Rule; and about the heroic Redeemers, the 
Civil War veterans and Ku Klux Klansmen who violently turned back 
these exploiters at the polls by beating them at their own game. The Dun- 
ningites saw President Abraham Lincoln as the advocate of a fair Re- 
construction through his Ten Percent Plan, which his successor Andrew 
Johnson failed to get the venal Radical Republicans to accept. In revenge 
for Johnson’s adherence to Lincoln’s noble objectives, the Radicals tried 
to impeach him, failing by one, slim vote. Later writers made Andrew 
Johnson into some sort of Christ-like figure, selflessly sacrificing him- 
self to save American democracy from a grasping, radicalized Congress. 
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At first, few voices of protest appeared against Dunning and his dis- 
ciples. Those who did speak out were, appropriately, African American. 
One of the first was Alrutheus A. Taylor. Another was W. E. Burghardt 
Du Bois. These men pointed out places where Dunning and his students 
had gone wrong. They showed that the goals of Reconstruction were 
more in keeping with equality in American society, not about exploita- 
tion of race for political advantage. They demonstrated how most black 
reconstructionists were quite well educated and worked for the better- 
ment of democracy and the influence of the lower classes, both black and 
white. And they proved that Reconstruction failed when privileged 
upper-class whites played the cards of race and sectional hatred to divide 
the supporters of political and economic reform. Unfortunately, Du Bois, 
a master writer and researcher, ultimately a more powerful and nation- 
ally well-known figure, diluted his influence by placing his study in a 
strict Marxist framework. This was a stretch, for there was no proletariat 
and few bourgeois in the Reconstruction South, no matter how much one 
might search for them. Nonetheless, Du Bois’s thesis was later simpli- 
fied by white writer James Allen and novelized by Howard Fast in a 
work that actually appeared on television in the late 1970s, with charis- 
matic boxer Muhammad Ali credibly appearing in the starring role. 

As World War II approached, the black historians’ challenge to Dun- 
ning gained momentum among white academics. First, Francis B. 
Simkins, then, Howard K. Beale pointed out that in many respects Tay- 
lor and Du Bois had been correct in their questioning of the Dunning 
School. The real crime of Scalawags and Carpetbaggers was that they 
had crossed racial lines in political matters. By and large, however, 
blacks and whites lived in comparative harmony during Reconstruction. 
Whatever corruption could be attached to Southern state governments 
was more than matched in the Northern states. They also believed that 
the struggle between rich and poor was a more potent theme than race. 
These men received the moniker Revisionists for their challenge to 
change the Dunning story of Reconstruction. 

After the Allied victory in World War II, the questioning of Dun- 
ning’s version of Reconstruction was revived, egged on by the experi- 
ences of the war and the publication of the last great Dunning-like work, 
E. Merton Coulter’s The South during Reconstruction. John Hope 
Franklin, a black scholar, questioned Coulter’s ignoring the questions 
raised by Revisionists. Then Franklin and others began a two-decade- 
long effort to change the traditional Reconstruction history. 
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These Revisionists challenged Dunning’s picture in several select ar- 
eas. For one, they focused on the political struggle between political 
parties during and after the war. Most found that the Radical Republi- 
cans, the villains according the Dunningites, were actually interested in 
preserving the gains of the war and not necessarily opposed to Lincoln 
or Johnson’s different Reconstruction plans. Indeed, many questioned 
whether Lincoln actually had a Reconstruction plan and saw Johnson as 
obstinate rather than heroic in opposing a harsh peace with the South. 
The U.S. Supreme Court was praised on its conservative approach to 
negating questionable Reconstruction measures, rather than as the Dun- 
ningites saw it, as a body under siege by the Radical Republicans. 

The main participants in Reconstruction, the Scalawags and Carpet- 
baggers, reemerged as heroes rather than as miscreants. Indeed, de- 
pending on which man and which state was examined, enough variants 
in behavior among Reconstruction participants existed as historians 
needed to prove any version of the era’s history they might want. The 
same held true of the Compromise of 1877 that removed the federal 
support for the last three Reconstruction governments in the South 
(Florida, South Carolina, and Louisiana) and placed Republican 
Rutherford (or was it “Rutherfraud’?) B. Hayes in the White House 
through the means of an extraconstitutional election board—an election 
as controversial, maybe more so, than the one in 2000. 

But by 1959, historian Bernard Weisberger noted that, while the Re- 
visionists had ably showed that Dunning and his advocates had many 
holes in their studies, they had yet to produce a comprehensive synthe- 
sis of their results. This fault was more than made up by the issuance of 
Reconstruction surveys by Hodding Carter II, Kenneth Stampp, John 
Hope Franklin, Rembert W. Patrick, Avery O. Craven, and Allen W. 
Trelease in the next ten or so years. 

Yet, Vernon Wharton once again chided the Revisionists for their lack 
of thoroughness. The result was a group of historians known as post- 
Revisionists. In their increased examination of Dunning’s version of 
Reconstruction, they came up with something that would have as- 
tounded even Dunning himself. They asserted that Reconstruction re- 
ally changed America little. Yankee racism proved fully as potent as that 
in the South; Republican politicians acted as politicians normally do 
and did whatever necessary to stay in power and obtain local patronage, 
at the expense of racial principles; and that Radical Reconstruction had 
failed because it was simply not radical enough. 
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Truly, there was a need for something that came to be called the New 
Synthesis. Utilizing numerous independent historical studies of the Re- 
construction roles of African Americans, historian Eric Foner came up 
with his Reconstruction: America’s Unfinished Business. He back-dated 
Reconstruction from the traditional date of 1865 to 1863 (although others 
had already suggested that the real beginning of the period was in 1862, 
with the first Union military occupations of the South). But Foner cred- 
ited blacks with forcing Americans to see Reconstruction as an interracial 
experiment so revolutionary that nothing in the nineteenth century could 
compare with it. Black leadership was seen as capable and as organizing 
the black community to cope with the new problems of freedom. The re- 
sult was such an evolution of racial attitudes in the United States that 
many whites, North and South, were willing to cast their political futures 
with black freedom, Northern economic visions of the nation’s future, and 
universal social and political equality. But the picture was not as rosy as 
Foner made it out to be. Critics noted that Republicans were more than 
willing to leave African Americans for the building of the industrialized 
state, which left Reconstruction only half completed—“America’s Unfin- 
ished Business,” in the words of Foner’s subtitle. 

The massive nature of Foner’s study left many with the feeling that 
there was little left to be done in examining the history of Reconstruc- 
tion. But there were other themes that needed much work. Foner and 
those who preceded him usually ignored the fact that Reconstruction 
was a process that depended on the army’s occupation of the South, an 
un-American duplication of British policy before and during the Amer- 
ican Revolution. This, in turn, led historians to look at the army’s ad- 
ministration of the Southern states and especially at the work of its ad- 
junct social welfare command, the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and 
Abandoned Lands. This then led back to the problem of violence in po- 
litical contests—the Ku Klux Klan, White Leagues, and Rifle Clubs — 
which, in the end, had overwhelmed the more moderate New Departure 
Southerners. 

Such examinations have revealed two disturbing details in depth. 
One was that the North did not care more than tenuously about the fate 
of African Americans in the South. The other was the possibility that 
Reconstruction was designed to keep blacks in the South and out of the 
North. Northerners feared massive African American migration into the 
North after the war, this theory goes, as the Underground Railroad had 
helped before the war with dribbles of escaped slaves. Now freed, all 
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blacks could head for the promised land of the North. To keep African 
Americans in the South, Congress provided laws and constitutional 
amendments to force the South to honor black political, economic, and 
social rights. This would cause them to stay at home. When the feared 
migration did not materialize because of the vicissitudes of the share- 
crop and the lien, the North dropped Reconstruction, made its political 
Compromise of 1877 with the white South, ignored Jim Crow in the 
South and installed it in the North, and went on to industrialize, settle 
the American West, and eventually become a world power. 

The Civil War and Reconstruction have traditionally been seen as the 
United States’ only national tragedy. Its wartime casualties are only 
slightly less than those in all other American wars combined (the lynch- 
ings during Reconstruction were never fully catalogued). Had the 
United States lost men in World War II at the rate of the North in the 
Civil War, it would have lost two million—at the rate of the South, five 
million—rather than less than a half million. It also produced the one 
time that history happened fo a section of the nation. The Southern 
whites had been defeated and occupied by a victorious power, much as 
European countries have suffered many times in their histories. 

The Civil War and Reconstruction were, and still remain, the pivotal 
events of U.S. history. It was the only time when the nation could not 
compromise with itself. The result was the only major European-style 
war ever fought within the boundaries of the United States whose bat- 
tlefields are fairly well preserved, although the twenty-first century may 
change that. And it was a very personal war, not fought by machines, 
but by men. It was big, but not overwhelming and far away as most of 
America’s modern wars have been. It is modern enough to be relevant 
to today’s military interests, yet gentlemanly enough to be the last of the 
great romantic wars. Countless Americans have one or more Civil War 
veterans hidden in their family trees. 

Had it not been followed by the stain of Reconstruction, the Civil 
War would have been perfect. The North erred only in thinking that Ap- 
pomattox was a peace treaty, rather than a cease-fire. And in many 
ways, it can be argued that that peace treaty still eludes us as a nation 
today. That may be why the battle studies abound in popularity and the 
politics is ignored. After all, there was a Civil War Centennial, but none 
for Reconstruction. 


The Dictionary 


-A- 


AB INITIO. A legal concept of great importance among Radical Re- 
publicans (q.v.) that held that all laws passed by an illegal jurisdic- 
tion, in this case the Confederacy or any state or locality under it, 
were automatically null and void from their inception. It was an ide- 
ological concept that could have led to much mischief, as it would 
have negated any legal action in the South during the rebellion, in- 
cluding marriages. The U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) negated ab initio 
as a valid concept in Texas v. White (q.v.) in all matters that did not 
promote the rebellion, but the pure concept still caused much contro- 
versy in many Southern state constitutional conventions during Re- 
construction, especially in Texas. 


ABLEMAN y. BOOTH (1859). Two years after the U.S. Supreme 
Court (q.v.) decided in Dred Scott v. Sanford (q.v.) the issue of slav- 
ery in the territories in favor of the Southern Nonexclusion Doctrine 
(q.v.) embodied in popular sovereignty (q.v.), the Court struck again, 
deciding the fugitive slave issue in favor of the South, too. The Dred 
Scott case was a bit of a stretch, the Court having to interpret a com- 
plicated rendition of the Ninth and Tenth Amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution. The fugitive issue was easy, by comparison, the fugitive 
clause (art. 4, sect. 2) being openly stated. 

Since the fugitive clause was there for all to see, the South held it 
to be a fundamental constitutional right. Even Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) and the mainstream of the Republican Party agreed to enforce 
it in 1861, before the war changed things. The Court had ruled on 
fugitive slaves being returned to their owners upon claim in the 1842 
case Prigg v. Pennsylvania. Here, the Court had said that the fugitive 
return was a federal matter over which the states had no authority. 
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Prior to this, the states had been claiming concurrent authority over 
fugitive slave cases and releasing the fugitives through state action. 

In the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), the South demanded and received 
a strong fugitive law. Jury trials were denied in fugitive cases, which 
were heard before a special, federal commissioner, who received twice 
the fee if the African American was found to be still a slave. The com- 
missioner’s decision was an answer to any state application for a writ 
of habeas corpus (q.v.) from any other court, state or federal. So states 
under strong abolitionist influence had passed personal liberty laws, 
preventing any state official from interfering to assist a federal officer 
returning a fugitive. This went so far as to deny sheriffs allowing their 
jails to be used to house a federal fugitive slave even momentarily. In 
addition, states required better procedural guarantees, such as requiring 
the presence of all witnesses and denying the use of depositions, which 
required planters to come north in person and confront a hostile com- 
munity to reclaim a slave. After Dred Scott, select Northern states de- 
clared no African American could be a citizen, while many other 
Northern states gave blacks citizenship to nullify that. They also pro- 
vided public defenders to represent indigent fugitives. 

The Booth case came up through Wisconsin. A fugitive had been 
apprehended by his master in Wisconsin. Newspaper editor Sherman 
M. Booth led a mob to the jail and freed the slave, whom Booth spir- 
ited over the border to British Canada, free country. When federal 
courts tried to prosecute Booth for violating the Fugitive Slave Law, 
Wisconsin state courts intervened with a writ of habeas corpus, free- 
ing Booth. On appeal, the Wisconsin supreme court declared the fugi- 
tive acts to be unconstitutional. 

In 1859, Chief Justice Roger B. Taney (q.v.) wrote the decision in 
this Wisconsin case, now called Ableman v. Booth. Unlike the divided 
bench in Dred Scott, he spoke for a unanimous court. He said that the 
fugitive clause in the U.S. Constitution was a guarantee that no state 
could violate. He maintained that when Wisconsin joined the Union 
it lost its absolute sovereignty and could not interpose to prevent the 
enforcement of federal laws. The coming of the Civil War left the 
Booth case an anachronism until 1957, when the federal government 
integrated the public schools in Little Rock, Arkansas. When the state 
interposed its authority to prevent this, the U.S. Supreme Court read 
the verdict in Ableman v. Booth to state officials in Cooper v. Aaron 
(1959). It is still good case law today. 
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The significance of Booth and Scott as court cases is that they il- 
lustrate that the South actually wished to enhance federal power be- 
fore 1860 regarding protection of slavery in the territories and the re- 
turn of fugitive slaves, while the North wished to limit federal power 
in these instances. This is the opposite of what many historians and 
students believe today. 


ABOLITIONISTS. A small group of the antislavery movement in the 
United States in the nineteenth century, abolitionists comprised as 
many as 1,300 groups and around 150,000 to 200,000 members. 
They came into being in the 1830s, especially after the publication 
of William Lloyd Garrison’s newspaper The Liberator. Abolitionists 
differed from the antislavery (q.v.) people in that the abolitionists 
saw an evil, slavery, that they could not easily eradicate because of 
the difficulty of amending the U.S. Constitution. Rather than work- 
ing within the system, abolitionists preferred to withdraw, and were 
more in favor of secession before the Civil War than was the South, 
seeing the Constitution as a “covenant with death and an agreement 
with hell.” 

In an attempt to understand the abolitionists, historians have 
pointed to some things that they all had in common. They were born 
between 1790 and 1810. This made them young in the 1830s, when 
they first came on the American scene in great numbers. Eighty-five 
percent of the total came from the northeast Atlantic coastal states, 
60 percent from New England, and 30 percent from Massachusetts. 
They came from the professional sector of the middle class (teach- 
ers, preachers, doctors, and farmers). Few were rich; few were poor. 
They were highly educated, many having attended college. They 
were by and large Congregational, Presbyterian, and Methodist in 
religion. They received their strongest support from areas that had 
been bypassed economically. The sons and daughters who were abo- 
litionists had seen society pass beyond the influence of their fathers 
and mothers. 

Traditionally, Americans thought the abolitionists had an unreal 
picture of what slavery was like. Modern scholars are not so sure. 
They believe the abolitionists were correct in saying that only they 
really understood slavery because they had nothing to gain from it, 
politically, socially, or economically. The abolitionists understood 
that slaveholders were not merely sinners and evil men, but also 
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good, moral Christians, too. But when the abolitionists tried to send 
them tracts and pamphlets explaining the evils of slavery or tried to 
petition Congress to act, the South blocked their use of the mails and 
tabled their congressional petitions without allowing them to be 
heard. The real enemies of free men everywhere, the abolitionists 
maintained, were the good, North and South, who condoned slavery. 
Treatment of the slave was irrelevant. Blacks were still slaves, and 
that was the point. 

Abolitionists saw that slavery was a complex institution that had to 
be ended wisely. Hence, they supported the various philanthropic 
groups that went south during the Civil War, and especially during 
Reconstruction, to educate blacks, teach them cleanliness, religion, 
and the responsibilities of citizenship. They believed that they had a 
lot of hard work to do, because slavery was such an arbitrary and ab- 
solute power that thoroughly victimized the African American. To 
prove this, the abolitionists circulated the atrocity stories that came 
north with the runaways. It was not to illustrate that cruelty existed in 
slavery. It was to show that it was an absolute tyranny that crushed 
independence and resourcefulness and fostered adaptation, deceit, 
and vacillation for personal survival. 

Slavery did not just affect the South, said the abolitionists. By not 
allowing the African American to produce to his or her best capabil- 
ities, it deprived all America of its fullest economic potential. The 
abolitionists also believed that slavery adversely affected the South- 
ern whites. It made them arrogant, violent, disdainful of the rights of 
others. They were bowie—knife—wielding grandees who fought duels 
and bedded black women. Even respectable Southerners who did not 
affect these poor qualities were corrupted when they lent their repu- 
tations to support the slave system. 

Abolitionism was a double crusade —it sought freedom for African 
Americans and the restoration of the abolitionists as America’s moral 
and social leaders. Like the old Puritans, they stood aside from poli- 
tics before the war as a biblical “city on a hill,” a shining example of 
what good people should believe and do. But after Northern victory 
on the battlefield, reconstruction of all of Southern society black and 
white from the ground up was necessary, and many abolitionists got 
involved. But not all of them. The concept of nationalism that 
emerged from the Civil War was a limited one. It did not include what 
we today view as more or less normal, the idea of state-planned re- 
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form. Indeed, most Americans and most abolitionists believed in self- 
help. It was not the government’s responsibility to ensure social or 
economic equality. One had to achieve that by oneself. Many be- 
lieved that the winning of the war was the end of the crusade and did 
not sign on for the road of political, social, and economic equality 
that branched off from the highway to freedom. 


AFRICAN AMERICAN SOLDIERS IN THE CONFEDERATE 
ARMIES, USE OF. The role of African Americans as laborers and 
soldiers in the Confederate armies is quite controversial in this day 
and age. But the fact remains that blacks played an important part in 
defending the South, and might have done more if white Southerners 
had not permitted race to blind them. There were probably a half- 
million African Americans of military age in the South at the begin- 
ning of the war. Their capacity to serve as soldiers and sailors had al- 
ready been proved in the American Revolution and the War of 1812. 
It should never have been doubted North or South, but it was. 

African Americans on both sides of the Mason-Dixon Line were 
caught up in the war fervor in 1861. In the South, this was especially 
true in New Orleans and Mobile, which had a large, well-educated, 
free, Creole class of mixed color. Louisiana had enrolled blacks in the 
militia from the beginning of its existence. They had served honor- 
ably under Gen. Andrew Jackson at the First Battle of New Orleans 
in 1815. In 1861, there were three regiments of persons of mixed 
color in the Louisiana militia. They offered their services, only to be 
rebuffed in Richmond. White Southerners, especially those not from 
Louisiana, saw black soldiers as a challenge to the whole society they 
were defending. Eventually, many of these free men of color would 
go over to the Union occupation forces. But 3,000 blacks still served 
in Louisiana Confederate units during the war. North or South, they 
fought to keep their independent, lucrative, middle position between 
white freedom and black slavery. 

But individual blacks are on the records of numerous Confederate 
regiments. Yankee soldiers reported them during the Peninsula Cam- 
paign (q.v.) in 1862. Black gunners manned cannon in Tennessee and 
Virginia. Slave body servants often followed the sons of their masters 
into the field, doing everything from tending camp, cooking, and res- 
cuing the sick and wounded, to fighting. The Ist South Carolina Reg- 
iment, raised among the best families of the state, had a body servant 
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present for every man from colonel to private. Men of color, free and 
slave, loyally drove the wagons that supplied Confederate armies in 
the field with food, forage, and ammunition. One outside observer 
guessed that Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern Virginia 
had 30,000 blacks supporting it in the field. These numbers are prob- 
ably exaggerated, but not by much. Witnesses told of seeing at least 
3,000 blacks accompanying Lee’s army as it moved from Frederick 
to the gigantic battle at Antietam Creek during the Maryland Cam- 
paign (q.v.). The following year, 5 percent of the Rebel combat force 
at Gettysburg was black. 

Other African Americans served the Confederacy by building for- 
tifications and entrenchments at many locations throughout the 
South. In fact, every slave who did not flee to the invading Yankee 
armies helped defend the Confederacy with work done on farms and 
in industry. But in February 1864, the Confederate Congress decided 
to make a more regularized use of slave labor, when it passed a law 
drafting up to 20,000 slaves for laborers. No hope of emancipation 
was included, but large numbers of slaves were impressed as labor- 
ers at the defenses surrounding Richmond, Atlanta, and Charleston. 

But there were men of greater vision than that. On 2 January 
1864, Maj. Gen. Patrick R. Cleburne of Arkansas proposed that the 
Confederacy offer blacks freedom for their enlistment in the Con- 
federate army as combat troops. His direct commander, Gen. Joseph 
E. Johnston (q.v.), tried to hush the matter, but President Jefferson 
Davis (q.v.) heard of it in Richmond. Davis asked Cleburne to sup- 
press his petition and the general obeyed. But Cleburne was just the 
beginning of what became a movement that was not to be denied. 
Governors from every Southern state that still had a government 
loyal to the Confederacy asked that black soldiers be given a try. 
And liberty ought to be included. After all, the North would free 
them if it won. 

The final argument that moved the Confederacy came from Lee. 
As general-in-chief, he asked for black soldiers. His Second Corps 
said that white soldiers would fight alongside blacks without rancor. 
On 13 March 1865, the Confederate Congress passed a law drafting 
up to 300,000 African Americans as soldiers. No more than 25 per- 
cent were to come from any one state. But still seeing the contradic- 
tion of blacks fighting for the Confederacy as too much to bear, the 
Confederate Congress refused to grant those who served their free- 
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dom. Davis signed the law and said that he would see to it that those 
who served would be freed. He might have also included a small plot 
of land, because already many slaves indicated that freedom and land 
were what they most desired. 

It is commonplace to laugh at Confederate efforts to enlist blacks 
as soldiers. Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) did on 17 March 1865 at the Na- 
tional Hotel, as the Confederates debated the possibility in their Con- 
gress. But one gets the impression that he laughed only out of the cor- 
ner of his mouth. As many as five regiments of blacks in gray 
uniform did drill near Richmond and served as railroad guards in cen- 
tral Virginia, but there is no record that they ever fought as cohesive 
units in the war. But if a man with as anti-Negro a reputation as Lt. 
Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.) could employ eight black soldiers 
on his personal staff, there may be more to black Confederates than 
meets the modern eye. 


AFRICAN AMERICAN SOLDIERS IN THE UNION ARMIES, 
USE OF. Roughly 180,000 African Americans served in the Union 
forces during the Civil War. This amounts to 12 percent of all Union 
troops raised. The blacks comprised 120 regiments of infantry, 12 
heavy artillery regiments, 10 light batteries of artillery, and 7 cavalry 
regiments. The so-called U.S. Colored Troops (USCT) lost 68,000, 
one-third of those who served, of which 2,700 were battle casualties. 
Twenty-one black soldiers received the Medal of Honor. 

Initially, there was much opposition to the use of African Ameri- 
can soldiers. It was looked upon as degrading for white soldiers to 
serve with blacks, many held that blacks would not fight well, and 
there was fear in the North that their service would incite a bloody 
servile insurrection in the South. Moreover, many feared that the 
border slave states that had remained loyal to the North might se- 
cede. On the other hand, there were compelling reasons to enroll 
African American troops. They would strengthen the federal re- 
sponse to the rebellion, give additional meaning to the nature of 
American democracy, and assist blacks in gaining full admittance 
into American society. 

There were three premature efforts to organize black regiments be- 
fore the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) administration was ready to embrace 
the notion. Maj. Gen. David Hunter, a personal friend of Lincoln and 
a devout abolitionist (q.v.), issued an unauthorized order for the 
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emancipation of all blacks in his command area in 1862. Hunter, 
nicknamed “Black Dave,” was in charge of the Department of the 
South, which included the Sea Islands of the South Carolina and 
Georgia coasts. He organized the Ist South Carolina (Colored) Reg- 
iment in April 1862, using commandeering, confiscation, and im- 
pressment. Lincoln refused to pay, muster in, or assist in equipping 
these men, and the regiment was dropped in four months. 

Out in Kansas, James H. Lane, like Hunter a fervent abolitionist, 
leader of the Free State militia known as the “Red Legs,” from the red 
leggings they wore to battle, ignored Lincoln’s refusal to admit his 
Ist Kansas (Colored) Regiment into the service. Lane paid for them 
himself, using them a full year suppressing Rebel guerillas in Kansas 
and Indian Territory, before they were accepted into service. 

Like Lane, Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler (q.v.) persisted in organ- 
izing black soldiers in Louisiana, despite government discourage- 
ment. Louisiana had a long antebellum tradition of enrolling black 
militia units deriving from the free men of color in New Orleans. But- 
ler himself was not enthusiastic about black enlistments at first, but 
when his agents succeeded beyond everyone’s fondest hopes, Butler 
adopted the program as his own to win the political credit. Over 
1,400 men enrolled as the Louisiana Native Guards, later the Corps 
d’ Afrique. All claimed to be free men of color from before the war, 
to avoid the problems associated with arming slaves, but no one con- 
firmed their claims of freedom. 

On 25 August 1862, Lincoln at last timidly authorized the enlist- 
ment of up to 5,000 African American soldiers. His 1 January 1863 
Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) gave further impetus to the raising 
of black regiments. The enlistees were paid $7 a month plus $3 a 
month for clothing (whites received $13 to $21 a month plus a 
monthly clothing allotment of $3.50). By the summer of 1863, the 
government regularized recruiting (using far less kidnapping, coer- 
cion, and catch dogs) and training and created a Bureau of Colored 
Troops to supervise the whole thing. 

Several factors changed the minds of Northern soldiers and civil- 
ians about the use of African American soldiers. Brig. Gen. Lorenzo 
Thomas, the adjutant general of the army, became a sort of unofficial 
head recruiter, going up and down the contraband camps and gov- 
ernment-run plantations looking for volunteers. He personally raised 
50 regiments of 76,000 men, or 41 percent of the total. Yankee offi- 
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cers began to see the African Americans as powerful allies. They 
were needed on the field. White enlisted men, failing to gain promo- 
tion in the white army, began to transfer to the USCT to gain com- 
missions. And finally, the blacks performed credibly on the battle- 
fields of the war. 

Although many of the black regiments were relegated to labor, 
enough of them served in combat (the USCT fought in 39 major bat- 
tles, and 410 minor engagements) to end any doubt of whether they 
would fight. The first major action for the USCT was in the Port Hud- 
son Campaign. The most famous single assault was the one the 54th 
Massachusetts (Colored) Infantry made in vain at Ft. Wagner near 
Charleston in 1863. 

The black soldiers were rarely taken prisoner in battle. If they sur- 
rendered, the Rebels generally shot them on the spot as slaves com- 
mitting insurrection—or sold them back into slavery. At Olustee, 
Florida, the USCT stood and died facing the Confederate onslaught. 
Those who ran from the field with all of their white counterparts suf- 
fered death at the hands of angry white Bluecoats. In the Ft. Pillow 
massacre (q.v.), Lt. Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest’s (q.v.) Rebel cav- 
alry shot down without mercy black and white Unionists who tried to 
surrender. The same happened at Poison Springs and Mark’s Mill in 
Arkansas. 

One of the biggest uses of the USCT occurred at the end of July 
1864 at the siege of Petersburg (q.v.). A black division from the Army 
of the Potomac was trained to clear the Rebel line, after white coal 
miners blew up the forts. At the last minute, nearby white soldiers 
were substituted for the assault wave. Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) 
and Maj. Gen. George G. Meade (q.v.) feared that if the attack failed 
and a bloodbath ensued, they would suffer the political repercussions. 
Untrained, the whites did not move through the crater made by the 
explosion, and the blacks jammed in behind them. The whole thing 
was a fiasco, but Grant and Meade survived the political ramifica- 
tions that followed. 

But the USCT had a fine day at the decisive Nashville Campaign 
(q.v.), leading the grand attack that drove the Rebels from the field. 
More than anything else, the fine service of the USCT ensured that 
emancipation (q.v.) would remain a national policy and that the 
promises of Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation would be final 
through the passage of the Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.). 
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ALABAMA, CSS. See CONFEDERATE SEA RAIDERS. 


ALABAMA CLAIMS. The most notable achievement of Hamilton 
Fish’s tenure as President Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) secretary of state 
was the Treaty of Washington (q.v.), which settled the contentious 
Alabama claims, held over from the days of the Civil War, with 
Great Britain. Britain had declared itself neutral during the war but, 
in certain aspects, its neutrality was decidedly pro-Confederate. The 
building of ships for thinly disguised Confederate agents was a case 
in point, as was its recognition of the South as a belligerent. An ear- 
lier treaty had attempted to settle these problems but was marred by 
the desire of Radical Republicans to have Britain pay off claims of 
Northern citizens who had had cargoes and ships sunk by British- 
built raiders flying the Rebel flag. The result was an official stand- 
off that lasted until 1871. When Fish let it be known secretly that he 
did not agree with the exorbitant sums and land claims against 
British territory in Canada that the Congress put forward, the British 
opened discussions again through the government of Canada. This 
time the negotiations included other matters such as boundaries, 
fishing rights in the Atlantic, and trade and were settled in the 1871 
Treaty of Washington. 


ALASKA, PURCHASE OF. After the expulsion of the French under 
Maximilian (q.v.) from Mexico in 1867, Secretary of State William 
H. Seward (q.v.) began to expand his horizons and his view for the 
future of the United States in the world. In this he was perhaps the 
first to accurately foresee the entrance of the United States onto the 
world stage as an imperial power equal to any European nation. Se- 
ward would not realize this in his lifetime, but he began to lay the es- 
sential foundation upon which his successors would build. And the 
Monroe Doctrine would be a perfect cover for his activities. Ameri- 
cans on the Pacific Coast had long coveted Russian America, as 
Alaska was then called. But the Civil War had put off a decision on 
the purchase of this piece of European-controlled real estate on the 
shores of North America. Russia, however, was interested in selling 
Alaska, because it was not a viable economic endeavor and was ex- 
pensive to maintain and impossible to defend. So Tsar Alexander II 
found himself in the same position as Napoléon I had been before his 
sale of Louisiana to Thomas Jefferson—in need of making the best of 
a lousy deal. Like the French at the beginning of the century, the Rus- 
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sians found the United States the right power to sell to—small, not 
too powerful, and not Europe-based. In short, America was not a 
competitor. The tsar promised his minister to the United States, 
Baron Edouard de Stoeckl, a $17,000 bonus to make the deal, but 
warned him not to get less than $5 million. Could Stoeckl convince 
America to buy? 

The answer was an unreserved yes, as far as Seward was con- 
cerned. He had noticed the effect of the Confederate raider Shenan- 
doah in the last months of the war as it destroyed the Yankee whal- 
ing fleet, ship by ship, aided by the lack of U.S. naval bases in the 
northern Pacific. With the end of the war, Seward was determined to 
gain American naval bases in the Pacific and also in the West Indies 
to curtail the easy pickings that the American merchant fleet posed to 
a potential enemy as demonstrated by the Confederates. This made 
him interested in Alaska, Hawaii, Midway, the Danish West Indies, 
Cuba, and San Domingo (and compelled Presidents Abraham Lin- 
coln [q.v.] and Ulysses S. Grant [q.v.] to look longingly at San 
Domingo more than they ought to have as both a naval base and a 
place to send America’s blacks for a new start, solving racial dis- 
crimination against freedmen at the same time). So Seward went to 
work lining up Congress ahead of time, reminding it and the Ameri- 
can people of their prewar desires to advance into the Orient and the 
Caribbean. 

According to the tale, Stoeckl found Seward one night playing 
whist. He told the secretary of state that he could sell Alaska to the 
United States and offered to come by the next day and work out the 
details. “Why wait?” Seward wanted to know. He said that he would 
get together his staff and Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.), chairman of 
the foreign relations committee (Seward was not stupid; he knew 
Sumner was the difference between victory or defeat of the treaty), 
and Stoeckl could round up his own people, too. By the next morn- 
ing, the treaty was ready and President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) sent it 
to the Senate. There, Sumner gave it his unreserved approval (calling 
it Alaska for the first time) and it passed thirty-seven to two. 

But it took a year to get the $7.2 million from the House, the 
process going right through the impeachment proceedings against 
Johnson. It was Alaska’s unfamiliarity and the hatred for anything 
Johnson did that made its purchase a joke. It was the $165,000 in 
bribes (out of a $200,000 slush fund, which was why the price was 
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$7,200,000, Congress voting in effect to pay itself off) to key con- 
gressmen that got it accepted. Of course, Seward said he knew noth- 
ing about that. But as the public ridiculed “Seward’s Ice Box,” the 
secretary also appropriated Midway Island unnoticed, by simply 
landing a force of sailors and marines on it. But the Danish West In- 
dies would have to wait. The Danes tried to drive a hard bargain and 
the problem dragged out past Seward’s time in office. President 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) did not choose to pursue it further, being more 
interested in San Domingo. 


ALCORN, JAMES LUSK (1816-1894). A Mississippi Scalawag 
(q.v.) of importance, James L. Alcorn was born in 1816 in Illinois 
Territory, where his father ran a freighting service on the Mississippi 
River. The family moved to Kentucky, where Alcorn was educated in 
local schools and at Cumberland College. He married twice, first to 
Mary C. Stewart by whom he fathered three children (she died in 
childbirth with the third), and then to Amelia Walton Greer, with 
whom he had five more. After teaching school and acting as deputy 
sheriff in Arkansas and Kentucky, Alcorn moved to Mississippi in 
1843. There he ran a plantation near Yazoo Pass, founded the Mis- 
sissippi River levee system, and was a member of the state legislature 
as a Whig for fifteen years. He tried for the U.S. House in 1856, but 
lost the election. He also was a delegate to the state constitutional 
conventions of 1851 and 1861, considering secession. Although Al- 
corn was against secession personally, he was one of those Whigs 
who backed the proposal in 1861. 

During the Civil War, Alcorn served as brigadier general of Mis- 
sissippi state troops. Disappointed with the war and never much of a 
Rebel, he resigned his commission. He sold his cotton to smugglers 
in violation of U.S. regulations to get a cash advance upon which he 
lived during the war. Late in the war Alcorn supported the notion of 
arming blacks as Confederate soldiers and rendering them free in re- 
turn. He supported the Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.) at the end of the 
war. After he applied in person for a pardon, Alcorn was elected US. 
senator, but his application for a seat in that body was rejected along 
with others elected under President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) Recon- 
struction plan. 

After passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), Missis- 
sippi Radical Republicans (q.v), with the support of the African 
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Americans, elected Alcorn governor. The canvass was helped im- 
measurably by Gen. Adelbert Ames (q.v.), military commander of the 
state, who removed from office any who could be identified as op- 
posed to Alcorn as an impediment to Reconstruction. 

Alcorn’s platform was quite radical to white Mississippians. He 
stood for legal equality of all races and comprehensive civil rights 
laws (but he opposed social equality and public accommodations 
laws). He backed segregated public education (the all-black Alcorn 
College was named after him), expanding the judiciary (to protect 
loyal whites and blacks and give the party much patronage to grease 
the wheels of government), reduction of taxes on land (to save the old 
planter class), leasing of convicts (to gain a steady source of labor for 
a massive public works system), and state aid to the construction of 
railroads (many of which had been wrecked by the passing armies of 
blue and gray). 

The program passed, however, and afterward Alcorn resigned his 
governor’s position to assume a U.S. Senate seat. There he made 
quite a splash by arguing and debating with Ames, resigned from the 
army and now the other U.S. senator from Mississippi, over the need 
for the Enforcement Acts (q.v.), which Alcorn opposed. 

By now Alcorn was also opposed at home by more than just white 
Democrats. Radical Republicans in the form of the carpetbaggers 
(q.v.) objected to his squeaky clean government style. Blacks began 
to oppose him because, while he might grant a certain legal equality, 
Alcorn was white-only at heart. So when Alcorn came home to run 
for governor again in 1874, the Democrats, African Americans, and 
the carpetbaggers all opposed him and elected Ames, the carpetbag- 
ger who as military commander had helped put Alcorn in office in the 
first place. Alcorn went back to Washington to serve out the remain- 
der of his U.S. Senate term. He voted continuously with the Repub- 
licans on Whiggish matters (economic development of the nation 
particularly through internal improvements) and for the Compromise 
of 1877 (q.v.). 

After his retirement, Alcorn continued to practice law, served on 
the state levee commission, and ran for governor again in the 1880s 
to no avail. He also was a member of the state constitutional conven- 
tion in 1890, which disfranchised blacks within the terms of the Fif- 
teenth Amendment (q.v.), a measure that Alcorn supported—again 
demonstrating his limits in behalf of racial equality. Alcorn naively 
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hoped that disfranchisement would turn Mississippi back to a time 
when the better classes ran the state. Instead, exactly the opposite 
happened as the “red necks” took over and the state stagnated in a 
way he never envisioned or would have approved of. 

To the end, Alcorn remained a Whig among Whigs rather than a 
real Republican. It was his example that led twentieth-century histo- 
rians to theorize that many more upper-class men like him were the 
Scalawags of Reconstruction, not the poor white trash that the stereo- 
typical legend indicate. But in reality, Alcorn may have been the ex- 
ception rather than the rule. 
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AMBULANCE SERVICES AND TRIAGE. After the capture of the 
main Union field hospital at Savage’s Station during the Peninsula 
Campaign (q.v.), and given the poor condition of the prisoners re- 
turned North by the overwhelmed Confederates, Federal Surgeon 
General William Hammond replaced Dr. Charles C. Tripler as head 
of medical services in the Army of the Potomac on 4 July 1862 with 
an old friend, Dr. Jonathan Letterman. 

Letterman’s job was to clean up the medical system employed in 
the army to care for the wounded in battle. Letterman quickly did 
three things: he centralized all ambulances with the medical services; 
he standardized all equipment and medicines carried by doctors so 
that they were interchangeable; and he restructured the medical com- 
mand system, getting rid of regimental hospitals and consolidating all 
regimental doctors in brigade or divisional hospitals. Letterman’s 
system was first used in action in the Maryland Campaign (q.v.) at 
the Battle of Antietam. Within 24 hours, his reorganized ambulance 
corps had removed 10,000 wounded from the field for treatment. 

Letterman was not through. He attacked the whole treatment sys- 
tem next. Behind the battlefield were the first aid treatment centers, 
staffed by assistant surgeons. They would give first aid and separate 
wounded into those who could or could not walk. The latter were put 
on the ambulances and sent to the consolidated divisional hospitals 
farther to the rear. Ambulatory patients were expected to walk to this 
next stop. At this field hospital, three surgeons were in charge of three 
functions, each with an assistant. One would administer anesthetics, 
another would coordinate all operations, mostly amputations, and the 
third would compile a complete record on each patient: name, rank, 
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regiment, wound, and treatment. All other surgeons and assistant sur- 
geons would operate at proper medical tables, not merely doors laid 
on sawhorses for the time being. 

First used at the First Battle of Fredericksburg (q.v.), Letterman’s ex- 
panded system was an instant success. On 30 March 1863, it was placed 
into Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) Army of the Tennessee. A year 
later, Congress mandated by law that the Letterman system be used in 
all Union armies. The Letterman system was greatly assisted by the im- 
proved design of army ambulances. In 1859, the army had authorized 
the employment of two different two-wheeled carts, based on the Lar- 
rey “Flying Ambulance” used during the Napoleonic Wars. Both the 
Coolidge and the Finley carts were too confining and unstable. The 
patients rocked about from side to side and front to back so that they ar- 
rived at the aid station more motion-sick than injured. 

Both carts proved to be too flimsy to last under combat conditions 
and were replaced with four-wheeled wagons. The prewar Rosecrans 
wagon held four men on stretchers. It was very light and supple- 
mented with the Tripler, a sturdy wagon that could hold four prone or 
six seated patients. But the Tripler proved to be too heavy to be used 
without tiring the horses. 

So the army reworked the Rosecrans wagon into a real ambulance, 
called the Rucker. It also hauled six seated and four prone men, but 
had better ventilation and more flexibility. It became the most popu- 
lar military vehicle of the war, every staff officer wanting one for his 
own use. The ambulance train was supplemented with an Autenreith 
medicine wagon, sort of a cowboy chuck wagon-style vehicle, 
stocked with medicines and implements to provide the materials to 
make every ambulance train or field hospital functional in the best 
sense of the word. See also DISEASE; MEDICAL DIRECTORS 
OR SURGEONS GENERAL, CONFEDERATE AND UNION; 
NURSES; U.S. SANITARY COMMISSION; WOUNDS 


AMERICAN COLONIZATION SOCIETY. The idea of returning 
enslaved black Americans to their native continent became very com- 
pelling after the War of 1812. As slavery looked pretty much unprof- 
itable at the time, and the soils in the southeastern Atlantic states were 
becoming exhausted by intensive agriculture and the accompanying 
erosion, it was hoped that many slave owners would avail themselves 
of this chance to get rid of the “peculiar institution.” In 1816, led by 
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notable politicians such as President James Monroe, former President 
James Madison, and Speaker of the House Henry Clay, the American 
Colonization Society was formed. It was to free the Negroes from 
slavery and send them back to a spot on the African coast that even- 
tually became the nation of Liberia. Money for the compensated 
emancipation would be provided from the tariff on imports, also 
mentioned as a source of funding for various internal improvements 
such as roads, canals, and railroads, and would serve the dual purpose 
of protecting the nation’s fledgling industries from the import of 
cheap foreign goods. 


AMERICAN FREEDMEN’S UNION COMMISSION. As the sec- 
tarian societies moved south, various nonsectarian groups also or- 
ganized with the notion to send relief to the destitute freedmen. The 
first began in New England, but soon others cropped up in many 
Northern cities, such as Cincinnati, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, 
New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. The result was a confusion 
of well-intended voices that was solved somewhat when the nonsec- 
tarian groups united under the banner of the American Freedmen’s 
Union Commission. Its leaders included such men as Levi Coffin, 
Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), William Lloyd Garrison, Phillips Brooks, 
John Greenleaf Whittier, Henry Ward Beecher, Edward Everett Hale, 
Edward Atkinson, John A. Andrew, and Edward L. Pierce. By 1866, 
with the encouragement of the federal Bureau of Refugees, Freed- 
men, and Abandoned Lands (q.v.), most independent groups had af- 
filiated with the American Missionary Association (AFUC [q.v.]). 
Perhaps one-half of the $12 million appropriated to the bureau by 
1872 was turned over to the various benevolent societies. 

The secretary of the AFUC was Lyman Abbott, a New Englander 
who believed in the Northern mission to civilize the South through a 
revolutionary transformation of people’s minds. He liked to work 
through the reconstructed governments and their superintendents of 
public instruction. But he found his hardest fight to be among the 
contributing members, each interested in a different religious “truth” 
for the freedmen. He soon found that the only way to obtain the co- 
operation of Southern whites was to renounce the notion of integrated 
education and concentrate on educating by race alone. But in the end, 
they probably did not educate over 10 percent of the blacks who were 
available to learn between 1865 and 1869. 
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AMERICAN MISSIONARY ASSOCIATION. The first of the freed- 
men’s societies was the American Missionary Association, begun in 
1846 by such abolitionists as Arthur and Lewis Tappan, Edward 
Beecher, S. S. Jocelyn, Joshua Leavitt, John Greenleaf Whittier, and 
Gerrit Smith. Reorganized under George Whipple in 1861, the AMA 
moved down to Virginia and began administrating to the contraband 
camps at Fortress Monroe. They were soon followed by Methodists 
and Baptists, no sect wishing to yield the harvest of souls to another, 
less enlightened group. 

Typical of the philosophical problems that existed was the claim 
of the AMA to be interdenominational. It was a fraud, of course. 
The sponsoring body of the association was Congregationalist, and 
its missionaries openly created Congregational churches every- 
where they went. But they were not alone. Baptists, Methodists, 
Presbyterians, and Quakers all competed for the African Ameri- 
cans’ souls as well as their minds. There was also competition from 
the secular associations, which claimed to be doing their work with- 
out denominational prejudices. It was true to some degree, but a 
poor church member it was indeed who would not stick a bit of the 
“true salvation” into his or her work, regardless of the parent asso- 
ciation’s denial of the same. 


AMERICAN PARTY. The American Party was a remnant of the old 
Whig Party (q.v.), which appeared briefly in the election of 1856 
(q.v.), only to disappear in the wake of the slavery controversy that 
led to the secession of the South in 1860-1861. Contrary to popu- 
lar conception, in the mid-1850s the American Party was the 
fastest growing political party in the country, not the Republicans 
(q.v.). It took 25 percent of the popular vote in the election of 
1856, after most Northern Whigs had shifted to the Republicans, 
only to disappear by 1860. Not all of its problems flowed from the 
quarrel over slavery in the territories. The Whigs had run 
as proslavery in the South and antislavery in the north and it 
worked. Something else had to have influenced their fate. That 
factor is found in the American Party’s nickname, the “Know 
Nothings.” 

In fact, the American Party was a response to two factors that 
dominated the 1850s: the slavery issue and the problem of increased 
immigration, much of it Roman Catholic. Fear of foreigners, an is- 
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sue that is still with us, and Catholics, an issue much muted with the 
election of John F. Kennedy as president in 1960, have been persis- 
tent themes in American history. The Puritans legislated against 
“popery” in the 1600s, both here and in Britain. The British crown 
tried to segregate the religious issue after its victory in the French 
and Indian Wars with the passage of the Quebec Act, making the 
British administration of that largely French Catholic province sep- 
arate from the Thirteen Colonies. From the writing of the Constitu- 
tion to 1844, foreigners were tolerated only in small numbers. The 
Alien and Sedition Acts at the end of the eighteenth century were an 
attempt by Whig Party forerunners to limit the political impact of 
foreigners in domestic political life, a theme taken up by the Anti- 
Masonic Party in the 1830s. Anti-Catholicism was a constant under- 
current, occasionally surfacing with violence, as in the Philadelphia 
riots of 1844. 

But from 1844 to 1850, the War with Mexico overwhelmed the an- 
tiforeign, anti-Catholic issues. The Mexicans annexed to the United 
States were too far away to be a major concern. But the failure of the 
Revolutions of 1848 in Europe and the Irish potato famine sent 
droves of new immigrants to the United States, many of them 
Catholic. This was exacerbated when the Catholic clergy and hierar- 
chy were seen as too controlled by Rome, an attitude fostered by the 
refusal of John Cardinal Hughes in New York City to mute his alle- 
giance abroad. When Franklin Pierce appointed a Catholic to his cab- 
inet, as postmaster general, no less, in charge of patronage, Protes- 
tants and “Old Americans” went wild. The result was the Know 
Nothing movement. 

Begun in New York state in 1849, the Order of the Star Spangled 
Banner, the Know Nothing’s official name, was a semisecret organiza- 
tion of patriotic Americans who came together to support whatever 
party or politicians were willing to stand by long-accepted values and 
traditions, whatever they were. A secret ritual, degrees of membership, 
and local, state, and national councils flavored the organization. When 
asked by outsiders about their rituals, the members responded, “I know 
nothing,” hence their popular name. As Northern antislavery Whigs 
went to the Republicans, those who still wanted to oppose the Demo- 
crats’ economic policies in favor of the American System (q.v.) went 
over to the Know Nothings, calling themselves Whig-Americans, or, 
by 1856, the American Party. 
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The new party swept state and local elections. The Know Nothings 
took Delaware and Pennsylvania in 1854, and added Rhode Island, 
New Hampshire, Connecticut, Maryland, and Kentucky in 1855. Just 
barely losing out to the Democrats in Tennessee, the American Party 
swept the South in 1855, winning in Virginia, Georgia, Alabama, 
Mississippi, and Louisiana. Their total Southern vote was just 16,000 
less than the regular Whigs and the Democrats. They were aided by 
a public perception that the regular Whigs, Democrats, and Republi- 
cans failed to offer a solution to the social problems brought on by 
immigration, such as Catholicism, Mormonism, Sunday drinking, the 
selling of corrupted immigrant votes, and a declining economy, espe- 
cially in the industrial North. The vagueness of the American Party’s 
platform (what is Americanism, anyhow?) attracted many varying 
political hues to its party colors. 

But once in power, the American Party did nothing—even less 
than it opponents. The Americans were denounced as “Owe Noth- 
ings,” “Do Nothings,” and “Say Nothings.” Then, the Kansas- 
Missouri Border Wars heated up, and everything else took a back- 
seat to slavery in the territories and the Kansas Settlement (q.v.), 
a crisis that lasted to the advent of the Civil War. The Americans 
and the regular Whigs endured to 1860 as a party of compromise 
over the slavery issue, making its last stand as the Constitutional 
Union Party (q.v.) in the election of 1860 (q.v.) and contributing 
most of the members to the failed Washington Peace Conference of 
1861 (q.v.). 


AMERICAN SYSTEM. Developed by the erstwhile leader of the 
Whig Party (q.v.), Henry Clay, the American System was his program 
of how the federal government ought to help guide the development 
of the United States for the betterment of all through economic 
growth. The notion and its components were not new with Clay. He 
based his ideas on those of Alexander Hamilton, the first secretary of 
the treasury under President George Washington, and economists 
Friedrich List and Matthew Carey. These men were intellectually op- 
posed to the free economy ideas of laissez-faire supply and demand 
Adam Smith theorized in the mid-1700s. 

Unlike Smith, Clay did not believe in natural economic laws. In- 
stead, Clay maintained that a nation could control its future by the 
laws it passed legislatively. He held that it was the duty of govern- 
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ments to provide new jobs, protect old jobs, diversify production, and 
prevent foreign competition. 

Clay’s economic development was called the American System, 
and not by accident. This placed the onus on opponents as backing 
un-American programs. It had four basic components: a high protec- 
tive tariff to guard infant American industries against foreign compe- 
tition; a central banking system to regulate the overall economy and 
national currency (in those days, any bank could issue its own paper 
money, much of it eventually worthless); a vigorous program of gov- 
ernmentally financed internal improvements (bridges, roads, canals, 
and railroads); and the distribution of the proceeds from the sales of 
public lands (at $1.25/acre) back to the states, where they could use 
it for their own internal improvements or for the liberation and colo- 
nization (q.v.) of American slaves overseas in Africa. 

The American System was the platform of the Whig Party for 
years. It had many proponents and detractors, particularly the Demo- 
crats (q.v.) who believed that an unregulated economy was more in 
tune with the needs of the common man. But the American System 
outlived Henry Clay and became the internal program of the Repub- 
licans as the Republican platform of 1860 (qq.v.). 


AMES, ADELBERT (1835-1933). Union general, carpetbag U.S. sen- 
ator, and governor from Mississippi, Adelbert Ames was born in 
Rockland, Maine. The son of a sea captain, he had accompanied his 
father on several sea voyages. He had a talent for art and mathemat- 
ics, and a New England horror of the institution of slavery. He was a 
man with a conscience, a stern sense of duty, and a fastidiousness in 
personal conduct, dressing impeccably, rarely smoking or drinking, 
seldom swearing, and always a gallant gentleman with the ladies. 

Admitted to West Point, Ames graduated near the top of his class. For 
his valor on the battlefield at the First Battle of Bull Run (q.v.) he was 
awarded the Medal of Honor. He went on to rise to brevet brigadier gen- 
eral, having fought with distinction on the peninsula, at Antietam, Fred- 
ericksburg, Gettysburg, the sieges of Charleston and Petersburg, and the 
final attack on Ft. Fisher (qq.v.). At the end of the war he received the 
permanent rank of lieutenant colonel in the regular army. He thought of 
resigning his commission to enter private business, but stayed on in the 
army with the occupation forces in South Carolina, then taking a leave 
of absence to tour Europe. He returned to Washington and married 
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Blanche Butler, the lovely, articulate, only child of Gen. Benjamin F. 
Butler (q.v.), Ames’s onetime commanding officer during the war. 

Ames’s station after his leave was with the occupation forces in Mis- 
sissippi. His first duty was to assume the task of governing the state, 
the elected governor having refused to relinquish power under the Mil- 
itary Reconstruction Acts. Ames marched him out of the governor’s 
mansion between two files of soldiers. Ames was now provisional gov- 
ernor of the state as well as military commander of Mississippi. 

A lifelong Republican (q.v.), Ames removed 2,000 Mississippi- 
ans from offices to which they had been elected. He gave the posi- 
tions to blacks, who made up a majority of Mississippi’s popula- 
tion, and loyal white carpetbaggers. He cut the poll tax to allow 
poorer people to vote. He applied the poll tax to disabled Confed- 
erate veterans, previously exempt from paying it. He put African 
Americans on juries for the first time and appointed the first black 
poll watchers. When the Radicals won with a ticket headed by 
Scalawag James L. Alcorn (qq.v.), Ames appointed the elected offi- 
cials to office without waiting for the inauguration date. If they 
could not take the oath of allegiance, he appointed their rivals who 
could. Conservative whites accused Ames of being a Caesar, using 
his military power for selfish political ends, which, in Ames’s case, 
was a seat in the U.S. Senate for the term ending in 1875. He re- 
signed from the army to accept this new opportunity. 

When Alcorn removed certain black Republicans from office and 
appointed Democrats, Ames took advantage of the Senate recess to 
go down and campaign for Radicals in the 1871 by-elections. Ames 
managed to turn out the heaviest African American vote yet, and 
more blacks were elected than ever before. But the cost was splitting 
the Republican Party among Moderates, Scalawags like Alcorn (who 
had the support of Senator Hiram R. Revels [q.v.] and who wanted to 
cooperate with the Democrats), and rock-ribbed Radicals like Ames 
who relied on Negro and carpetbag votes. 

After the election, Alcorn replaced Revels in the U.S. Senate, 
where he and Ames debated each other over the Third Enforcement 
Bill. Ames also introduced a bill to desegregate the army, one that 
proved seventy years ahead of its time. Ames believed that he would 
probably win reelection to the Senate from the Radical-controlled 
Mississippi state legislature but decided that, if he ran for governor, 
a popular electoral triumph might solidify his political future. 
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Ames resigned his Senate seat and spoke out for better education 
for blacks, the importation of manufacturers, the need for land distri- 
bution to the former slaves, and a frugal government. After winning 
the election, he made some progress in tax equalization and forced 
the railroads under the tax burden for the first time. He wanted Mis- 
sissippi to reject drinking with a Blue Law but had to settle for county 
option. He vetoed measures that would have given debt and tax relief 
to farmers in the midst of economic depression, but got them 
$100,000 in flood relief from Congress. 

But the flood that worried Ames most was coming in from white 
Democrats known as White Liners (q.v.). They had begun to “bull- 
doze” his black voters in acts of violence that spread throughout the 
state. Ames called the legislature into special session. But all it did 
was appeal to President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) to send a company of 
troops to quell the violence. The president accommodated, but it 
showed that the Ames administration could do little to preserve order 
itself. Even the so-called Gatling Gun Bill, allowing the governor to 
reorganize the militia and purchase fast-firing weapons for defense of 
the state government and blacks in the backcountry, did not help. The 
White Liners knew that if they killed enough African Americans to 
intimidate the rest but kept the number as low as possible to achieve 
that aim, they could keep the Grant administration from assisting 
Ames further. 

On election day 1875 the Democrats won a majority of votes, 
demonstrating the efficacy of the first Mississippi or Shotgun Plan 
(qq.v.) in regaining white control through controlled violence. The 
state was redeemed at last. The legislature was theirs. All that re- 
mained was to get rid of the Radical Republican executive branch, 
most of whom had not been up for reelection that year. Impeachment 
was the cure. Ames was accused of everything (absenting himself 
from the state, freeing accused criminals, degrading the judiciary, and 
so on) but corruption. Even the Democrats knew that would not sell. 
Blanche Ames came up with the solution. The legislature agreed to 
drop all of the charges and Ames would resign the governorship and 
leave the state. The deal consummated, Ames returned north to be- 
come a business success in his father’s flour mill in Minnesota and 
then in textiles and real estate in his father-in-law’s Massachusetts. 


AMES, OAKES. See CREDIT MOBILIER SCANDAL. 
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AMNESTY ACT, GENERAL (1872, 1898). See PARDON, AMNESTY, 
AND PAROLE. 


ANACONDA PLAN. When the Civil War began, Union President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) lacked any real concept of military planning. 
So he turned to the general-in-chief of the army, Bvt. Lt. Gen. Win- 
field Scott (q.v.) for advice on how to defeat the Confederacy. Scott 
developed a strategic plan that has come to be called the Anaconda 
Plan from its method of operation. What Scott suggested was to use 
the Union navy, the North’s one ace in the hole, to blockade every 
Southern port to starve the South into submission. Then he would sit 
back and let Southern Unionists (Scott himself was one from Vir- 
ginia) destroy the South from within. The one campaign that Scott 
believed would pay off was to take the line of the Mississippi River, 
opening Old Northwest trade with the Gulf at New Orleans, cutting 
the South in half. 

Gen. Scott’s plan would be used, but modified by a suggestion pre- 
sented by Anna Ella Carroll (although historians differ as to how 
much, if anything, she contributed). She was a Maryland Unionist 
who had a knack for military matters, having discussed them often 
with Scott at her father’s house. She suggested to Assistant Secretary 
of War Thomas Scott (no relation) to use the Tennessee River, which 
flows north, so disabled Union craft would be able to be salvaged. 
Knowing that the distance from Pittsburg Landing to the Tombigbee 
leading to Mobile was short, Carroll also suggested that the Missis- 
sippi be opened through the back door, down the Tennessee. She even 
theorized that Vicksburg could be taken the same way, by land, where 
it was weak. 

The great defect of Gen. Scott’s Anaconda Plan was that it essen- 
tially emphasized one axis of attack, so popular among military men 
of the time. This would allow the Confederates to concentrate their 
smaller forces more easily to stop its progress. But its basic outline 
would be carried out with modifications by Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) in his Shiloh and Vicksburg Campaigns (qq.v.). Grant 
also wanted to put in effect the Mobile operation in the spring of 
1864, but it was rejected in favor of the Red River Campaign (q.v.). 


ANDERSONVILLE (GEORGIA). The worst of all Confederate in- 
stallations that housed Union prisoners of war. See also PRISONS. 
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ANTIETAM CREEK, BATTLE OF, See MARYLAND CAMPAIGN. 


ANTISLAVERY. A doctrine that a majority of Northerners embraced 
that held that slavery should be ended gradually throughout the entire 
United States, and that no expansion of slavery into the western terri- 
tories should be allowed as a logical first step in this process. These 
people saw slavery as immoral, wrong, and out of step with the ad- 
vances being made in Western civilization in the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries. They conceded that slavery was guaranteed in the 
U.S. Constitution, but believed that it should be ended through an 
amendment or individual action, such as colonization (q.v.) of freed 
slaves overseas. But they saw no guarantee of slavery in the territories, 
because it was not mentioned in the Constitution. As such, they were 
completely opposed to the pro-Southern Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.). 

Antislaveryites are different in nature and philosophy from aboli- 
tionists (q.v.). Antislaveryites believed that political action was a way 
to achieve their goals. They backed the Liberty Party in 1840 and 
1844 and the Free-Soil Party in 1858 and 1852 (q.v.). Their program 
of “free men, free soil, free speech” became part of the Republican 
platform (q.v.) in 1856 and 1860. These people saw the federal gov- 
ernment as essentially good but corrupted by the slave power con- 
spiracy (q.v.), the undue power of the South in government because 
three-fifths of all slaves were counted for purposes of representation, 
and the fact that of the first fifteen U.S. presidents, all but six were 
Southerners and only the Southerners had held two terms. Indeed, 
four of the six (Martin Van Buren, Millard Fillmore, Franklin Pierce, 
and James Buchanan) were so pliable in doing Southern bidding in 
Washington as to earn the nickname “doughfaces.” Only John Adams 
and his son, John Quincy, were truly and consistently antislavery and 
pro-Northern during their single-term presidencies. 


APACHE CANYON, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA 
CAMPAIGN. 


APACHE PASS, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA 
CAMPAIGN. 


APPOMATTOX CAMPAIGN. Since late June 1864, the Union army 
under Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) and Confederate forces com- 
manded by Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) had been deadlocked in the 
Siege of Petersburg (q.v.), which included the Confederate capital of 
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Richmond. Gradually, Grant had been able to extend his lines to the 
south, attempting to string Lee’s army out so far that it would have to 
break somewhere. But Lee had managed to repel all attacks. 

In 1865, as spring approached, Lee hoped to abandon Richmond, 
join forces with Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.) in North Carolina, and 
attack and defeat Johnston’s opponent, Maj. Gen. William T. Sher- 
man (q.v.). Then, operating from a central position, Lee and Johnston 
would turn back on Grant and defeat him, regaining Richmond once 
again. Lee, as general-in-chief of the Confederate armies, believed 
that if he moved before the ground hardened from winter snows and 
rains, using the railroads and tearing up the tracks as he passed, 
Grant’s big advantage in cavalry would be nullified by the mud. Then 
as the ground hardened, Lee could hit Sherman and Grant as they 
were strung out in columns, trying to find Lee. 

What Lee needed was to set Grant back on his heels temporarily, al- 
lowing the armies to separate. It is also believed that the Confederate 
Secret Service was coordinating a bomb attack on the White House, 
planning to mine its basement with gunpowder and blow it up during 
a cabinet meeting. When the powderman failed to get through Union 
lines, his contact in Washington, John Wilkes Booth, shot President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), seeing his action as the culmination of nu- 
merous assassination and kidnap plots against Lincoln (q.v.). 

Lee made his move against Grant on 25 March at Ft. Stedman in 
the center of the Union position at Petersburg, hoping to draw Grant 
off Lee’s threatened southern flank. Grant reacted quickly and drove 
off the Rebels, who lost about 5,000 men, half of whom surrendered. 
The Federal casualties were 2,000, but Grant had so many soldiers 
that he did not have to shorten his lines to respond to Lee’s attack. 

Receiving the return of Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan’s (q.v.) cav- 
alry from the Second Shenandoah Valley Campaign (q.v.) on 30 
March, Grant sent Sheridan, his cavalry, and two infantry corps to 
turn Lee out of Petersburg by turning the southern flank. Lee coun- 
tered by sending out a force of cavalry and infantry under Maj. Gen. 
George E. Pickett to drive the Federals back in the region of Five 
Forks. Successful in their mission on 31 March, Pickett and his men 
camped at Five Forks and smugly awaited the next day. But rather 
than accept defeat, Sheridan saw Pickett’s force was isolated beyond 
the main Confederate force by three to five miles and vulnerable to 
destruction. 
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On 1 April, Sheridan attacked. At first things went badly for the 
Federals. But the fiery Sheridan came up in person, fired the V Corps 
commander on the spot, and got the attack going. Pickett and his 
main generals had spent the night at a shad bake and were absent 
from the field as the attack began. Sheridan’s powerful force overran 
the Confederate position, taking 5,200 prisoners (over half of Pick- 
ett’s men) and 11 battle flags. Cavalry maneuvers and skirmishing af- 
ter the battle only served to confirm that Grant had turned Lee out of 
Petersburg at last. 

Lee immediately abandoned Richmond (2 April) and fled to 
Amelia Court House. There he hoped to pick up supplies previously 
placed and turn south to join Johnston, as planned. But Sheridan’s 
cavalry got to Jetersville below Amelia, and forced Lee’s army and 
the Richmond garrison west, along the line of the Appomattox River. 
Lee’s men were further disappointed to find that no supplies awaited 
them anywhere. At least a third of his starving troops got caught at 
Sayler’s Creek on 6 April, after they halted to let what supply wag- 
ons they had proceed ahead. Lee’s men lost 2,000 battle casualties 
and at least 5,000 taken prisoner. 

Jubilant Yankee pursuit across the High Bridge at Sayler’s Creek, 
and a quick counterattack, cost the Federals 800 prisoners of their 
own. Lee was not defeated, yet. The next day (7 April) he received 
supplies at Farmville and blunted a Union attack from hastily built 
trenches. This battle allowed Sheridan’s cavalry to get around Lee 
and stop his withdrawal at Appomattox Court House. Sheridan struck 
the railroad at Appomattox Station on 8 April, capturing all of the 
supplies stored for Lee’s use. On 9 April, Sheridan erected earth- 
works across the road and held off Lee’s attacking infantry long 
enough for Federal infantry to appear. Lee knew that it was all over 
and informed Grant he wanted to hear his terms for surrender. 

Acting under President Abraham Lincoln’s earlier orders, given 
aboard ship as he visited Grant and Sherman at Hampton Roads, 
Grant allowed the Rebels to lay down their arms, excepting offi- 
cers’ sidearms, sign a parole, and go home, to remain undisturbed 
so long as they observed their paroles. At Lee’s request, he allowed 
those who owned horses to keep them. Grant then issued 25,000 ra- 
tions to feed Lee’s hungry men. These terms became fairly standard 
for other Confederate armies that surrendered later. Any political 
terms were rejected by the Union generals in the field or nullified 
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by the War Department. Reconstruction of the nation would be left 
to the politicians. 


APPOMATTOX COURT HOUSE, SURRENDER AT. See APPO- 
MATTOX CAMPAIGN. 


ARKANSAS, CSS. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 
ARKANSAS CAMPAIGN OF 1864. See CAMDEN CAMPAIGN. 
ARKANSAS POST, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


ARIZONA. See SECESSION AND THE CREATION OF ARIZONA 
TERRITORY. 


ARM-IN-ARM CONVENTION. The month before President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.) undertook his “Swing around the Circle” (q.v.) politi- 
cal tour designed to elect his supporters to Congress in 1866, a Na- 
tional Union Party (q.v.) coalition met at Philadelphia to hold a con- 
vention of Conservative Republicans, Northern Democrats, and 
restored Southern Democrats with the intent of supporting the re- 
election of the president in 1868. Participants were led onto the floor 
by James L. Orr of the South Carolina and Darius N. Couch of the 
Massachusetts delegations, giving the event its popular nomenclature 
“the Arm-in-Arm Convention.” 

The basis of their organization would be Johnson’s program of Re- 
construction, recently challenged by Moderate and Radical Republi- 
cans in Congress who backed the Freedmen’s Bureau Acts, the Civil 
Rights Act of 1866, and the proposed Fourteenth Amendment (qq.v.). 
The Johnson coalition cut across party lines and relied too much on 
what many saw as unrepentant Southern Democrats such as Orr. 
Therein lay its weakness. 

The speakers were artfully chosen by Johnson’s managers, called 
“the Ring” by Radical Republicans, as if to denote some sort of fraud. 
The next day, a ten-plank platform passed. It denied the federal gov- 
ernment authority to meddle with the franchise in the states, decried 
slavery, discredited the Confederate debt and made the Union debt 
sacred, thanked federal soldiers and sailors for their service, praised 
President Johnson’s Reconstruction program, and thanked God for 
ending the war and saving the Union and the Constitution. 

In Washington, President Johnson hailed the convention’s results 
and stepped on board the train taking him on the first presidential 
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off-year election campaign tour ever conducted. The “Swing around 
the Circle” would prove to be such a disaster that it would take 
generations before a president ventured into the congressional by- 
elections again. 


ASHLEY, JAMES M. (1824-1896). Born to Campbellite parents in 
Allegheny County near Pittsburgh, James Ashley moved with his 
family to Ohio, where his father took him on frequent proselytizing 
missions in the Ohio Valley. Here Ashley received an education by 
learning to read the Bible. He later worked as a cabin boy on a river 
steamer on southern rivers. Ashley found slavery abhorrent, espe- 
cially the reenslaving of blacks with free papers, the general cruelty 
of bondage, and the blatant disregard for the feelings of persons. 

Ashley returned to Ohio and worked as a printer and newspaper ed- 
itor and later as a boat builder, and shortly thereafter set up a wholesale 
drug company in Toledo. During his spare time, he read law, and he 
was admitted to the bar in 1849. At this time, with the annexation of 
the western territories that were a part of the Mexican Cession, Ashley 
became interested in politics. A lifelong Democrat, he broke with his 
party, attended the Republican convention of 1856 that nominated John 
Charles Frémont (q.v.) as the party’s first presidential candidate, and 
stood for Congress as a Republican in 1858. He was reelected four 
more times during the war and Reconstruction (q.v.). 

In Congress Ashley developed and led much of the Radical Re- 
construction program. He led the way in abolishing slavery in the 
District of Columbia in 1862. He introduced the Thirteenth Amend- 
ment (q.v.) in 1863 and, upon its failure, lobbied enough border state 
Democrats to change their votes, resulting in its passage two years 
later. Ashley considered this achievement the greatest triumph of his 
life. His final contribution was the introduction of the impeachment 
(q.v.) proceedings against President Andrew Johnson (q.v.). Upon the 
Senate’s failure to convict, Ashley suffered the rebuff of many other 
Radicals, losing the election of 1868 (q.v.). 

After his defeat, Ashley accepted President Ulysses S. Grant’s 
(q.v.) appointment as governor of Montana Territory. But his outspo- 
ken criticism of Grant’s Reconstruction policy as weak and corrupt 
cost him the job. Ashley then shifted his support to Horace Greeley’s 
Liberal Republican (q.v.) campaign in 1872, his last political act. Af- 
ter his political career failed he entered railroading and built and 
managed the Ann Arbor line until his death. 
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ASSASSINATION OF LINCOLN. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINA- 
TION OF AND KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 


ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. Four days after Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.) took to the field in the 1864 Richmond Campaign (q.v.), Maj. 
Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.) moved out from Chattanooga against 
Atlanta, a key rail junction in the heart of Georgia. Like Grant in the 
East, Sherman had 100,000 men organized into three armies of sev- 
eral infantry corps and cavalry divisions each. His opponent, now 
that Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.) had been kicked upstairs to be Presi- 
dent Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) military advisor at Richmond, was Gen. 
Joseph E. Johnston (q.v.). The Rebels had 64,000 men organized into 
several infantry corps and cavalry divisions. 

Because Johnston had fewer men and the mountains of northern 
Georgia offer so many natural defensive positions, he awaited Sher- 
man’s attack. Sherman realized that to assault Johnston head on 
would be tantamount to mass suicide for his armies. So he relied on 
turning movements, utilizing the north-south valleys beyond John- 
ston’s control to march behind Confederate positions and force the 
Rebel army to retreat to save itself. The first of these occurred at 
Rocky Face Ridge near Dalton, Georgia, on 5—9 May, when Sherman 
swept around Johnston’s left and Johnston fought a delaying action 
to enable his men to slip southward to Resaca, where the same thing 
happened again, on 13-16 May. 

After Resaca, the main valley opened more widely, allowing Sher- 
man to advance on a wide front, each army roughly in line, side by 
side. This was what Johnston had been waiting for. Now he could 
take the compact Army of Tennessee and strike Sherman on the east 
flank. Lt. Gen. John B. Hood (q.v.), a transfer from Robert E. Lee’s 
(q.v.) Army of Northern Virginia and a real fighter, was to lead his 
corps in the attack. But just as Hood was about to move, he was dis- 
tracted by the advance of Union cavalry on his own flank. Hood hes- 
itated and the opportunity to attack was lost. Some have theorized 
that Hood was less than forthright in his excuse, hoping to embarrass 
Johnston with failure and to replace him in command. 

Whatever the military or political reasons for the failure at 
Cassville, Sherman closed upon Johnston, forcing him to retreat once 
more to a good defensive position at Allatoona Pass (19-20 May), 
where the valley narrowed again. Sherman sent his flanking force 
way into the mountains and came up on Johnston’s west flank at New 
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Hope Church near Dallas. Here, after a brisk fight on 25-27 May and 
two more weeks of indecisive skirmishing, Johnston pulled back to a 
fortified position based on Kennesaw Mountain, when a counterat- 
tack by Hood was anticipated by Sherman, who dug in to block it. By 
now, Sherman, just like Grant back East, had become thoroughly 
frustrated by Johnston’s slipperiness and made the head-on assault he 
had so assiduously avoided until now (27 June). Johnston’s men 
mowed 2,000 Yankees down, at a loss of 450 of their own men. 

After Kennesaw, Johnston withdrew to the Chattahoochee River 
(4-9 July), just north of Atlanta. Sherman maneuvered once again 
and Johnston was forced to withdraw to Peach Tree Creek. This was 
too much for the politicians back in Richmond. President Davis hated 
and distrusted Johnston from former quarrels and saw the general as 
giving Atlanta up without a fight. He was disturbed that Johnston 
would abandon Kennesaw Mountain with its near impregnable de- 
fenses. He wanted a fighter, so he replaced Johnston with Hood. 

In Hood, Davis got what he wanted. Hood immediately attacked 
Sherman at Peach Tree Creek on 20 July, in his first sortie from At- 
lanta. He employed a plan left over from Johnston, to hit Sherman as 
he crossed the stream and divided his forces. Once again, as he had 
at Chickamauga in the Chattanooga Campaign, Sherman’s com- 
mander on the spot, Maj. Gen. George Thomas, held fast. Hood lost 
2,500 (Sherman claimed the Rebels lost twice that) to Sherman’s 
1,600. Sherman crossed the creek, and Hood returned to Atlanta. 

Somehow, the Federals believed that Hood was in full retreat, leav- 
ing the city. As Sherman moved north of Atlanta to cut Hood’s “re- 
treat” off, he opened the flank of one of his armies to a counterstroke. 
Hood attacked on 22 July, in his second sortie from Atlanta, or the 
Battle of Atlanta. But the attack mistakenly failed to hit behind Sher- 
man’s flank and failed. Hood lost another 8,000 casualties —Sherman 
half that many. Hood’s expensive attacks were beginning to make 
Johnston’s defensive stance look good. 

Because of the death of Maj. Gen. James B. McPherson, Sherman 
sought to reorganize his armies. Several officers, including Maj. Gen. 
Joseph Hooker (q.v.), resigned when they felt they had been passed 
over. But Sherman managed to effect this reorganization and change 
his tactics, too. He had invested the north and east of Atlanta, but he 
needed to cut the railroads to the south and west that supplied Hood’s 
forces in the city. He shifted his largest army across his rear to the 
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west, only to be hit in Hood’s third sortie from Atlanta at Ezra Church 
(28 July). The Federals immediately dug in and repulsed a Confeder- 
ate assault at their front and another attack that hit them in the rear, 
by simply turning around in their trenches. By now Hood’s army had 
been reduced to 37,000 men and 5,000 Georgia militia. Sherman still 
had 85,000 in his armies. 

On 5 August, Sherman again tried to move to cut the railroad sup- 
plying Hood. But the Rebels beat him to Utoy Creek and in a two- 
day battle, marked by confusion in movement and command argu- 
ments as to who was in charge, Hood’s men fired from their hastily 
built trenches and decisively halted Sherman’s advance. With both 
sides worn out from all of the fighting, Sherman and Hood resorted 
to exchanging cavalry raids, each trying to cut the rails that supplied 
the other. About all this demonstrated to Sherman was that cavalry 
never completed such a job thoroughly. He had to get his infantry 
across the rail lines into Atlanta. 

On 25 August, Sherman began his move. He was across the rails 
in a matter of days. Meanwhile, Hood knew the location of only 
about a third of Sherman’s force and hit part of it at Jonesboro (31 
August—1 September). The attack failed with great loss, but Sher- 
man’s ground commanders failed to follow up and crush Hood’s 
army. With Sherman’s infantry blocking the rails, Hood knew that he 
was finished at Atlanta. He abandoned the city on the evening of 1 
September. Sherman pursued until he found Hood entrenched at 
Lovejoy in a position too strong to attack without great loss. Sherman 
turned back to Atlanta to consolidate his gains and plan his March to 
the Sea (q.v.). Hood headed west and then north, hoping to cut Sher- 
man’s supply line, the single railroad back to Chattanooga, in the 
Nashville Campaign (q.v.). 


AVERASBORO, THE BATTLE OF. See CAROLINAS CAMPAIGN. 


-B- 


BABCOCK, ORVILLE. Military and political aide to Lt. Gen. and 
President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). See also SAN DOMINGO SCAN- 
DAL; WHISKEY RING SCANDAL. 


BAEZ, BUENAVENTURA. See SAN DOMINGO SCANDAL. 
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BALL’S BLUFF, BATTLE OF. See JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE 
CONDUCT OF THE WAR. 


BALTIMORE CONVENTION (1860). On 11 June 1860, the Demo- 
crats (q.v.) met for a second convention to nominate a presidential 
candidate for the election of 1860 (q.v.), their first attempt at the 
Charleston Convention (q.v.) six weeks earlier having ended in a 
shambles. It took a week before enough delegates had arrived so they 
could legally do business. The Southern delegates met separately in 
Richmond to await developments. Finally, all states but South Car- 
olina sent delegates, and the convention was called to order. The first 
thing was to inquire into the credentials of all delegates. The North 
was still angry at the South’s walking out at Charleston, to the cheers 
of the partisan crowd of spectators. The Baltimore Convention de- 
cided to seat all delegates except those from Louisiana and Alabama. 
Georgia and Florida would be allowed to observe the proceedings but 
have no vote. This was to be punishment for walking out, but in re- 
ality, the backers of Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) of Illinois, the 
front-runner, wanted to exclude enough anti-Douglas delegates to 
prevent a reoccurrence of Charleston’s disruptiveness. 

The effect was exactly the opposite. This time Virginia led the 
walkout. The Deep (Gulf) South followed, along with North Car- 
olina, Tennessee, California, Oregon, and half of Maryland’s delega- 
tion. This left the convention with less than the 202 votes it took to 
nominate, according to the Tennessee Proposition agreed to at 
Charleston. Douglas and his men decided to obtain two-thirds of the 
votes left, which he did on the second ballot. James B. Fitzpatrick of 
Alabama was chosen to be the vice presidential candidate, but he re- 
fused when informed it would mean he could not go home. Herschel 
V. Johnson of Georgia then accepted the number-two spot on the 
ticket, being appointed by the party’s executive committee. 

The determination of the Baltimore Convention to obtain a candi- 
date surprised the delegates who had walked out in Charleston. Un- 
der the leadership of William L. Yancey of Alabama, they had been 
awaiting an invitation to come up and compromise, but now decided 
to act as the Richmond Convention (q.v.). Douglas offered to unify 
the party by stepping down for Alexander Stephens (q.v.) of Georgia, 
but his backers refused to allow this. They wanted to teach the dis- 
ruptive Southern Democrats a lesson. The Northerners would win 
without them. But what the Democrats really did was give the Re- 
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publicans (q.v.) a golden opportunity to win with a minority vote—if 
they could find the right candidate at their Chicago Convention (q.v.). 


BALTIMORE PLOT (1861). One of the more embarrassing moments 
for Union President-elect Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) occurred on his trip 
to the inaugural in Washington in February 1861. It seemed minor at 
the time, but it affected his administration adversely at the beginning 
and may have been a factor in his later fatalism about being assassi- 
nated. Lincoln took an extended trip through the North, a “Swing 
around the Circle” (q.v.), on his way to be inaugurated. It was a way 
for many people to see him, to publicize his upcoming administra- 
tion, to introduce him to the Northern electorate, and to reassure peo- 
ple by his calm demeanor. Eventually, the Lincoln party wound up in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. There, Lincoln met a railroad detective, 
Alan Pinkerton, who had news of a plot on his life that was to be ex- 
ecuted as he passed through Baltimore, Maryland. 

The railroads did not pass directly through Baltimore in those 
days. They all terminated at their own stations, then the railcars were 
drawn by horses between the lines, or one had to take a horse-drawn 
carriage. In any case, the trek was slow and potentially dangerous, es- 
pecially in one spot where the Lincoln entourage had to pass on foot 
down a natrow hall-like roadway. According to Pinkerton, proseces- 
sion Marylanders led by Cipriano Fernandina, an anarchist, and abet- 
ted by George P. Kane, the prosecession chief marshal of Baltimore, 
were going to assassinate Lincoln as he passed through Baltimore. 
Pinkerton had infiltrated their councils with three agents, one of them 
a woman, Kate Warne. Pinkerton recommended that Lincoln alter his 
schedule at once to foil the plot. 

At first Lincoln tended to doubt the plot, until independent confir- 
mation came to him in the person of Fred Seward, son of William H. 
Seward (q.v.), his secretary of state designate. Lincoln refused to 
change his plans for Harrisburg the next day. He was to give three 
speeches, raise the U'S. flag, and attend a high-profile dinner. But he 
promised to follow Pinkerton’s recommendations afterward. Accord- 
ingly, Lincoln was called away from the dinner, never to return. 

Playing the part of a sick passenger, dressed in a cape and a slouch 
hat (instead of his trademark stovepipe hat) and assisted by his “sis- 
ter,’ Mrs. Warne, Lincoln and his bodyguard, Ward Lamon, were 
hustled off in a closed carriage to a special train that met the sched- 
uled train for Baltimore at Philadelphia. The last berth in the last car 
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held New York City Police Superintendent John A. Kennedy, who 
would block the curious. Then Lincoln got on a locked car coupled 
to the rear of this train that was hauled through the streets of Balti- 
more at 3:30 A.M. to connect to the scheduled overnight Baltimore & 
Ohio train to Washington, where he arrived at 6 A.M. There he was 
met by Illinois congressman Elihu B. Washburne (who would later 
recommend a local constituent, Ulysses S. Grant, as a general officer, 
and never let the country forget it), who took Lincoln to Willard’s 
Hotel. 

Lincoln was horrified to find that the press nationwide ridiculed 
him in print and cartoon for sneaking into Washington at night, wear- 
ing a Scot’s plaid tam and a cloak, looking every bit the coward. He 
was especially criticized for permitting Mrs. Lincoln and his sons to 
take the brunt of ire from the hostile Baltimore crowd the next day — 
which they did with great aplomb. The disappointed plotters, led by 
John Merryman, would proceed to burn rail bridges and tear up track 
to cut Washington off from the rest of the North, and be among the 
first to be arrested when Lincoln as president suspended the writ of 
habeas corpus (q.v.) by executive proclamation. Merryman would be- 
come famous when he appealed unsuccessfully to U.S. Supreme 
Court Chief Justice Roger B. Taney to annul his incarceration at old 
Ft. McHenry in the case ex parte Merryman (q.v.). Lincoln vowed 
never to allow that kind of foolishness to occur again, which helped 
lead him straight down the road to Ford’s Theater four years later. 


BATON ROUGE, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 


“BATTLE ABOVE THE CLOUDS.” See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


BAYOU TECHE CAMPAIGN. See PORT HUDSON, SIEGE OF. 


BEALL, JOHN Y. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF AND KID- 
NAP PLOT AGAINST. 


BEAN’S STATION. See KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


BEAUREGARD, PIERRE GUSTAVE TOUTANT (1818-1893). 
Born near New Orleans, Beauregard was educated in private schools 
in New York City before going on to graduate second in his class 
from West Point in 1838. He received an appointment to the artillery, 
but soon transferred to the engineers. During the War with Mexico, 
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Beauregard served on Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott’s (q.v.) staff in the 
campaign on Mexico City, winning two brevets for bravery. He 
served as an army engineer in the 1850s, and was superintendent of 
cadets at the U.S. Military Academy in 1861. Beauregard was re- 
moved from this position for secessionist proclivities and soon re- 
signed his commission to join the Confederacy. 

Receiving the rank of brigadier general, Beauregard went to 
Charleston, South Carolina, as the Confederate officer in charge. Un- 
der orders from his government, Beauregard opened fire on Ft. 
Sumter (q.v.) on 12 April 1861 and accepted the garrison’s surrender 
two days later. In July 1861, Beauregard was in command of the Con- 
federate forces at First Manassas (q.v.). Reinforced by soldiers from 
the Shenandoah Valley under Brig. Gen. Joseph E. Johnston (q.v.), 
who technically outranked him, Beauregard took command of the 
field while Johnston forwarded troops to reinforce him. 

Although Beauregard was now the premier hero of the Confeder- 
acy, having won the first two battles of the war, he, Johnston, and 
President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) quarreled over rank and strategy. 
Davis transferred Beauregard to the western theater to get him out of 
his hair. There, Beauregard became second in command to Albert 
Sidney Johnston (q.v.) and received credit for reorganizing John- 
ston’s army and defenses and for planning and, after Johnston’s 
death, fighting the Battle of Shiloh (q.v.). He withdrew from the field 
when he realized that the two Union armies under Maj. Gen. Ulysses 
S. Grant and Maj. Gen. Don Carlos Buell (qq.v.) had been united 
against him. Beauregard withdrew to Corinth, Mississippi, and then 
farther south, as the combined Union juggernaut, now under the com- 
mand of Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.), advanced. Dispirited by 
his losses, Beauregard took sick leave, further angering President 
Davis, who accused him of malingering. 

In 1863, Beauregard commanded the south Atlantic coast from 
Charleston. He was always very popular there, socially and militar- 
ily, unlike other officers who preceded and followed him. In 1864, 
Beauregard was called to Richmond to defend the capital from the 
Union forces of Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler (q.v.), who was at- 
tacking the city up the James River as now-Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant kept Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Confederates busy in the overland 
Richmond Campaign (q.v.). Skillfully outmaneuvering Butler, 
Beauregard daringly left the city open while he assailed the Union 
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army’s flanks, harrying it into the Bermuda Hundred peninsula, 
where it remained bottled up until 1865. He also saved Petersburg 
(q.v.) from the initial assaults made upon it when Grant stole a 
march on Lee, crossed the James River, and nearly took Richmond 
from the south. 

In 1865, after Union Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.) turned north 
into South Carolina following his successful March to the Sea (q.v.), 
Beauregard served as second in command to Gen. Joseph Johnston in 
the Carolinas Campaign (qq.v.). He surrendered at Durham Station 
with Johnston. After the war he returned to Louisiana. He refused 
commands of the Romanian and Egyptian armies to engage in rail- 
roading and fronting for the Louisiana Lottery. Managing New Or- 
leans public works, he published several volumes on military theory 
and his campaigns before his death. 


BELKNAP, WILLIAM W. See BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
SCANDAL. 


BELLE ISLE (RICHMOND). Confederate installation at Richmond 
in the middle of the James River that housed Union prisoners of war. 
See also PRISONS. 


BENJAMIN, JUDAH P. (1811-1884). Born in St. Croix in the West 
Indies to Sephardic Jewish parents, Benjamin moved with his family 
to Charleston, South Carolina, where he was educated. He also at- 
tended Yale College until he was expelled for some unspecified im- 
moral behavior, probably gambling, a lifelong addiction. Benjamin 
removed to New Orleans, read law, and was admitted to the bar. He 
married into a prominent Creole family, and he and his wife had one 
daughter. His wife proved to be a libertine and eventually they sepa- 
rated, but never divorced, she and her daughter moving to France. 

An intellect of great force, Benjamin worked hard at law, wrote a 
prominent law book, entered planting, and became a prosperous man. 
A member of the Whig Party (q.v.), he served in the state legislature 
and attended two state conventions. Eventually, he was elected to the 
U.S. Senate. He served as a Whig (1853-1859) and a Democrat 
(1859-1861). He was a devout secessionist, but only after Abraham 
Lincoln’s victory in the election of 1860 (qq.v.), when it appeared 
that more radical politicians would cut him out of the party. Jefferson 
Davis (q.v.) appointed Benjamin as attorney general in the provi- 
sional government of the Confederacy. 
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Benjamin soon developed a close relationship with Davis and his 
wife, becoming the most trusted of Davis’s civilian advisors. Ben- 
jamin was secretary of war in late 1861 and early 1862, a position in 
which he did poorly. Then Davis made him secretary of state, a posi- 
tion in which he served with distinction to the end of the war. He ne- 
gotiated several important foreign loans for the Confederacy and be- 
came a key man in developing the Confederate secret service. Just 
how much he had to do with planning Lincoln’s attempted kidnap- 
ping and successful assassination (q.v.) is unknown, as Benjamin 
very carefully destroyed all of his and most of the pertinent state de- 
partment files. 

After the war, Benjamin left the fleeing government party and 
made his way to Great Britain. There he launched a second success- 
ful law career, again publishing a key legal treatise. He eventually 
went to France to rejoin his family briefly before he died and was 
buried in Paris. 


BERMUDA HUNDRED CAMPAIGN. See DREWRY’S BLUFF, 
BATTLES OF. 


BICKLEY, GEORGE W. L. See FILIBUSTERING. 


BIG BLACK RIVER BRIDGE, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG 
CAMPAIGN. 


BINGHAM, JOHN A. (1815-1900). Born in Mercer, Pennsylvania, 
John Bingham was educated in local schools and as a printer’s ap- 
prentice. He went to Franklin College, a center of abolition early on in 
the nineteenth century, and read law. He was admitted to the bar in 
Ohio, to which he had removed, and took up a lifelong residence at 
Cadiz. He became interested in Whig (q.v.) politics and stumped for 
William Henry Harrison’s “Log Cabin” campaign in 1840. He was a 
Conscience Whig, against slavery, and by 1854 he had become a Re- 
publican (q.v.) and was elected to Congress under that banner the 
same year. He served every term for the next eighteen years, except 
that of 1862-1864, temporarily losing his seat to the Democratic 
resurgence because of the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.). He was 
one of the prosecutors of the Lincoln assassination (q.v.) conspirators 
in 1865, and, after an initial hesitation, he actively sought the im- 
peachment and removal from office of Andrew Johnson (q.v.) in 1867. 
His main achievement was his part in the drafting of the Fourteenth 
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Amendment (q.v.), particularly the controversial first section having 
to do with due process of the laws, equal protection of the laws, and 
the privileges and immunities of citizenship, all of which were old 
abolitionist doctrines. In 1872, he lost his seat once more and accepted 
an appointment as U.S. minister to Japan for twelve uneventful years. 


BIRCHARD LETTER. Matthew Birchard was the chairman of a com- 
mittee of Ohio Democrats protesting the arrest and detainment of 
Clement L. Vallandigham for antiwar protests and political action. 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) defended arresting men such as 
Vallandigham without charges being filed because the war had 
caused emergency conditions in which the normal laws were ineffec- 
tive. Vallandigham was in jail for urging resistance to the Conscrip- 
tion Act and desertion. Lincoln said that he would be more than 
happy to release Vallandigham if he were to sign a standard Union 
loyalty oath. The case ex parte Vallandigham (q.v.) went to the US. 
Supreme Court (q.v.). 


BLACK, JEREMIAH S. See SECESSION, BUCHANAN’S CABI- 
NET AND. 


BLACK AND TAN. A code phrase used by Reconstruction’s oppo- 
nents to brand the Republican conventions, governments, and state 
militias in the readmitted South as “Negro dominated” and unworthy 
of public support. 


BLACK CODES. From a modern perspective, one of the greatest fol- 
lies the South committed during its self-Reconstruction under An- 
drew Johnson’s (q.v.) plan of reunion was the passage of the Black 
Codes, which defined the African Americans’ place in society. The 
codes demonstrated to the victorious North that the white South 
would not handle the freed African Americans fairly, even though 
many of these prohibitions were also included in Northern states’ 
own Black Laws, as part of a form of early segregation that had 
evolved when slavery was abolished there after the American Revo- 
lution. Similar laws had also arisen in Southern cities, where the 
slave system often broke down under the anonymity of city life and 
the economic realities of hiring slaves out, or slaves hiring them- 
selves out. 

The Black Codes began by defining who was legally black. Gen- 
erally, this was accepted to be anyone of one-eighth “Negro blood,” 
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one of those imprecise terms that gives modern sociologists chills, 
but which white Southerners saw as so precise as to give such a per- 
son a name—octoroon. Blacks received certain rights in the Black 
Codes. Their marriages were legalized (blacks had lived together in 
family units during slavery but they had no legality under white law), 
their right to a family name was tacitly recognized (although many 
slaves had family names, some of them African in origin, they were 
not legal), and the emancipated were permitted to draw up contracts, 
sue or be sued, and attend schools for their race (all illegal activities 
under slave law). 

At the same time, certain activities guaranteed to whites were pro- 
hibited to blacks. They could not serve on juries, give testimony in 
court against a white, or carry firearms. Then the Black Codes re- 
stricted the African Americans’ status as free laborers. These sanc- 
tions varied from state to state and even by region or town within a 
state, but generally involved a drastic imposition of the laws against 
vagrancy. This had been reinforced by the former slaves’ wanderings 
after freedom—aimless to whites, meaningful to blacks—as they 
sought true freedom and lost family members sold down the river 
years before. 

All vagrants were to be arrested and placed to work on public 
roads or other projects. One was a vagrant if one had no labor con- 
tract with a white employer. Any jurisdiction could forcefully sign 
black vagrants over to private employers. Other parts of the law al- 
lowed double deductions on wages for feigned sickness or theft, and 
forbade disobedience and any but “civil and polite” language to the 
employer or his or her family. Often blacks could not own property 
or only a small town lot. What these provisions did, and Northerners 
and blacks themselves found so objectionable, was place the African 
Americans in a position somewhere between slavery and freedom. 
They could not be owned outright, but neither could they do what 
they pleased like truly free people. 

In retrospect, the Black Codes seem really unwise until one takes 
a look at where they came from. Essentially, the Black Codes were 
based on U.S. Army occupation regulations regulating black laborers 
during and immediately after the war. Some recent historians point 
out that the Southern governments had a different more sinister in- 
tent, but since the laws are almost verbatim copies of army general 
orders, this seems untrue. Southerners were a bit surprised when the 
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politicians disallowed them their congressional seats in December 
1865 for agreeing with the army’s own labor rules in the South. But 
Congress was also looking for excuses to reexamine Reconstruction 
from the ground up, and the Black Codes provided this, no matter 
who instituted them originally. 


BLACK SOLDIERS. See AFRICAN AMERICAN SOLDIERS IN 
THE CONFEDERATE [OR UNION] ARMIES, USE OF. 


BLACK WARRIOR INCIDENT. See FILIBUSTERING. 
BLACKBURN, LUKE. See SECRET SERVICE, CONFEDERATE. 


BLAIR, MONTGOMERY (1813-1883). See CHASE BOOM; 
WADE-DAVIS MANIFESTO AND THE ELECTION OF 1864. 


BLAND-ALLISON ACT (1878). See MONEY ISSUE. 


“BLEEDING KANSAS.” See KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER 
WARS. 


BLOCKADE. See PRIZE CASES. 


BOATSWAIN’S SWAMP, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAM- 
PAIGN. 


BOOTH, JOHN WILKES. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF 
AND KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 


BORDER STATES. See SECESSION AND LOYALTY IN THE 
BORDER SOUTH. 


BRAGG, BRAXTON (1817-1876). Born in North Carolina, Braxton 
Bragg graduated fifth out of fifty in the 1837 class at West Point. All 
his life he was noted for his foul temper and irascibility, often blamed 
on dyspepsia and migraine headaches. He loved to look for infrac- 
tions of the rules and gloried in argument. An old story had him ar- 
guing with himself as company commander and post quartermaster 
over the allotment of supplies. Unable to settle the matter, he wrote 
both sides up and presented it to the disbelieving post commander for 
solution. 

But Bragg was known as an organizer and brave under fire. He 
served in the War with Mexico, won laurels at Buena Vista for his ar- 
tillery fire, which saved the day, and won three brevets. He resigned 
in 1856 to manage a plantation in Louisiana. He also helped design 
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the state levee system and became a general officer in the state mili- 
tia. When the war broke out, he failed to capture Ft. Pickens at Pen- 
sacola. He asked for and received a transfer to Tennessee to be where 
the action was. He fought in the Shiloh Campaign (q.v.) and took 
over the Army of Tennessee after the death of Gen. Albert Sidney 
Johnston and the leaving of Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (qq.v.) on sick 
leave. 

Bragg was head of the Confederate effort in the West during 1862 
and 1863. As such, he lost the Perryville Campaign (q.v.), the Battle 
of Stones River, the Tullahoma Campaign, abandoned Chattanooga 
(q.v.), won the Battle of Chickamauga, but lost the Siege of Chat- 
tanooga. Throughout it all, Bragg was hated by his men and officers 
alike. He lacked military daring, lost opportunities, covered up his 
mistakes and weaknesses by blaming others, and lost track of his ob- 
jectives in the midst of battles and campaigns in favor of arguments 
with subordinates. He was a good organizer and provider, but a lousy 
leader. He feared making mistakes, which made him indecisive and 
slow to commit to any course of action. He constantly changed his 
mind. His weaknesses had never become evident before the war be- 
cause he had never had to assume final responsibility. 

Bragg survived as long as he did because he was protected by his 
friend, Confederate President Jefferson Davis (q.v.). When his subor- 
dinates refused to follow his leadership any longer, Davis removed 
him to Richmond, where he became Davis’s military advisor. He fled 
with the Davis government in 1865 only to be captured in Georgia. 
After his parole, he moved to Texas and lived out his life as a civil 
engineer. 


BRANDY STATION, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


BRECKINRIDGE, JOHN C. (1821-1875). Born in Lexington, Ken- 
tucky, John C. Breckinridge came from a politically powerful back- 
ground, his grandfather serving as Thomas Jefferson’s attorney gen- 
eral. He had an academy education and studied law at Transylvania 
College and Yale. He practiced law and taught at Transylvania. He 
married in 1843. Breckinridge served with a Kentucky regiment in 
the War with Mexico, came home, and was elected to the Kentucky 
legislature as a Democrat (q.v.). Almost immediately, Breckinridge 
was elected to Congress, where he served from 1850 to 1856. In the 
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latter year he became the youngest vice president the United States 
has ever had. He ran for president on the Southern Democratic ticket 
in 1860 but lost. Kentucky sent him to the U.S. Senate, where he 
worked to compromise the coming war and served until he was ex- 
pelled and declared a traitor in the fall of 1861 for working to get 
Kentucky to leave the Union. 

Joining the Confederate army, Breckinridge became a brigadier 
general and fought during the Shiloh Campaign (q.v.) at Pittsburg 
Landing and Baton Rouge. He also led a division during the Per- 
ryville Campaign (q.v.) at Stones River, and at Chickamauga and 
Missionary Ridge in the Chattanooga Campaign (q.v.). In 1864, he 
fought in Virginia at New Market, the Richmond Campaign (q.v.), 
and Jubal A. Early’s Raid on Washington (q.v.). In 1865, he became 
the last secretary of war of the Confederacy. Fleeing Richmond with 
the Jefferson Davis (q.v.) cabinet, Breckinridge managed to get to 
Cuba. He lived in exile in Canada until he received permission from 
the federal government to return to Kentucky in 1868, where he lived 
out the rest of life practicing law without incident. 


BRICE’S CROSSROADS, BATTLE OF. Determined to eliminate the 
threat to his lines of communication and supply, Maj. Gen. William T. 
Sherman (q.v.) organized, on 10 June 1864, a column of about 5,000 
infantry and 3,000 cavalry under Brig. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis and 
sent them to destroy the Rebel forces in Mississippi under Maj. Gen. 
Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.). It proved to be a tall order. 

Sturgis ran into Forrest at Brice’s Crossroads, where the highway 
ran across a swampy area on an elevated causeway. The rest of the 
ground was heavily timbered. This allowed Gen. Forrest to deploy 
his fewer men on the road and maneuver from behind cover, unseen 
by the less active Yankees. The Federal infantry was particularly in- 
ert, suffering from heat exhaustion from the long march. Forrest man- 
aged to hit both flanks of the Union line around 5:00 p.M., and drive 
them onto the causeway. Confusion reigned as vehicles, cannon, and 
men collided in one massive traffic jam, intensified by Confederate 
pursuit. With a loss of about 500 from half as many men as the Blue- 
coats, Forrest inflicted casualties of nearly 2,500 against Sturgis’s 
column, capturing sixteen of eighteen cannon and his whole supply 
train intact. 

After his return from the Red River Campaign (q.v.), Maj. Gen. A. 
J. Smith received orders to accomplish what Sturgis had failed to do. 
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With a force of 11,000 infantry, 3,000 cavalry, and 20 guns, Smith ran 
into Forrest near Tupelo on 14 July and drove off several Confederate 
attacks, in what the Yankees thought was an outstanding victory. Short 
of supplies, Smith withdrew to Memphis. Then he advanced south- 
ward on the railroad headed toward Jackson. Sending Brig. Gen. 
James R. Chalmers to contain Smith at the Tallahatchie River cross- 
ing, Forrest took a band of 2,000 picked men and moved on Memphis. 
He entered the city on 21 August and just barely missed capturing the 
whole Yankee headquarters staff. Smith was recalled immediately. 

Forrest was not through. He now raided into western Tennessee 
and northern Alabama, destroying Sherman’s base of supplies. Then 
he advanced to the old Ft. Henry position and proceeded to ambush 
several Union riverboats, so terrorizing the area that the Union garri- 
son at Johnsonville burned its own supply depot. When Forrest had 
finished, he had captured 150 prisoners and destroyed over $6 mil- 
lion in supplies, 4 gunboats, 20 transports, and numerous barges and 
smaller craft. 


BRISTOE STATION, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


BRISTOW, BENJAMIN. See WHISKEY RING SCANDAL. 


BROOKS-BAXTER WAR. In Arkansas by the election of 1872 (q.v.), 
assisted by the fact that there were fewer blacks than whites in the 
state, the Republicans (q.v.) broke into armed factions against one an- 
other. The Regular Republicans backed Powell Clayton’s (q.v.) hand- 
picked successor, Elisha Baxter. Liberal Republicans stood behind 
Joseph Brooks, in an effort to get rid of the political chicanery and 
corruption that Clayton represented, paralleling the national scene in 
the presidential election of 1872. But in Arkansas both sides began 
shooting. The conflict ended only when President Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.) backed the party regulars (probably as much to counteract what 
he had done in Texas as anything) and recognized the Brooks faction 
as the legitimate group to represent Republicans. But the Republicans 
were so divided that the Democrats (q.v.) easily took the upcoming 
state elections at the ballot box. Moderate Republicans and Demo- 
crats in Congress recognized the Democratic government, despite 
frequent “wavings of the bloody shirt” (q.v.) by more radical Repub- 
licans, now called Stalwarts for their backing of Grant and the pa- 
tronage and corruption his first term had represented. 
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BROWN, JOHN (1800-1859). Born in Connecticut, John Brown 
moved at the age of five with his abolitionist parents to Ohio, where 
he grew up. His stand against slavery stemmed from familial con- 
nections, biblical text, and the witnessing of the abuse of slaves dur- 
ing his childhood. He sired twenty children with his two wives, and 
the whole family without exception was dedicated to the end of slav- 
ery. Throughout his life, Brown was an organizer of abolition groups, 
helping runaways and helping resettle escaped slaves on their own 
land. With the passage of the Fugitive Slave Act of the Compromise 
of 1850 (q.v.), he created the League of the Gileadites to stand by 
each other in the rescue of fugitive slaves. 

By 1854, the Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.) sent Brown and five sons 
off to Kansas to fight for free soil. He settled near Osawatomie, hence 
one of his nicknames “Osawatomie John Brown.” He fought against 
terror and voter fraud, opposing the Missouri proslave Border Ruffi- 
ans in the Kansas-Missouri Border Wars (q.v.). He bravely fought for 
the Free-Soil cause against all comers, although his hacking to death 
of five nonslaveholding settlers from the South stained his cause 
somewhat. This so-called Pottawatomie Massacre provided him with 
another nickname, “Pottawatomie John Brown.” 

Brown was financed in Kansas by numerous wealthy Eastern busi- 
nessmen and philanthropists, and they continued to assist him in his 
newest scheme, the Subterranean Pass Way. The idea was to form a 
cadre of dedicated black and white men to invade the South and 
forcibly end slavery by freeing the slaves. Those who wished to fight 
would be welcomed into his growing army. Those who did not wish 
to fight would be sent on into Canada and freedom. Guns and 
weapons would be obtained by raiding federal arsenals. 

On 16 October 1859, Brown and twenty-two others made the 
Harpers Ferry raid (q.v.) on an arsenal in Virginia to begin his plan. 
He took several prominent citizens hostage and forted up in a local 
fire engine house as locals gathered to shoot at him and his men, 
awaiting the arrival of state militia and federal soldiers. Brown sur- 
rendered only after he had been shot and, many thought, mortally 
wounded. Surviving his wounds, Brown was tried for treason against 
Virginia and hanged at Charlestown in December 1859. 


BROWN, JOSEPH E. (1821-1894). A Scalawag (q.v.) politician so 
flexible in his political principles and so adroit at changing sides that 


BROWN, JOSEPH E. (1821-1894) @ 71 


he was, according to historian C. Mildred Thompson, “first in seces- 
sion, first in reconstruction, and very nearly first in redemption,” 
Joseph E. Brown was born in South Carolina. His family moved to 
the Georgia backcountry, where his father farmed. Brown was edu- 
cated at Anderson Academy in South Carolina, and taught school 
briefly and read law, being admitted to the bar in 1845. He also at- 
tended Yale Law School with the support of a benefactor. Before the 
war, Brown served one term in the state legislature and was ap- 
pointed to the Georgia superior court in 1855. He resigned to become 
governor in 1857 and was reelected every two years until his resig- 
nation in 1865. 

Brown was considered a common man’s candidate for governor, 
and a radical states rights advocate. He was a red-hot secessionist, so 
embued with leaving the Union that he did not even await the seces- 
sion of his state before seizing Ft. Pulaski near Savannah in Decem- 
ber 1860. But although he led the way in seceding from the Union 
and joining the Confederacy, Brown allied with fellow Georgian, 
Confederate Vice President Alexander Stephens (q.v.), in opposing 
Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) hearty prosecution of the war and no surren- 
der policy by trying to end the war through direct negotiation with the 
Yankees. 

At the end of the war, Brown was arrested for calling a special ses- 
sion of the state legislature in violation of military orders. He negoti- 
ated his own pardon from President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) by re- 
penting of his secession. Brown pledged to work for the restoration 
of Georgia to the Union and returned to Georgia to practice law at At- 
lanta. He accepted the terms of the Military Reconstruction Acts 
(q.v.) in 1867 and switched to the Republican Party (q.v.). He used 
his Republican political connections to dabble in railroad stocks and 
secure valuable real estate. For these properties to have any future 
value, Brown believed that Reconstruction had to be completed and 
Georgia returned to normal times. 

In 1868, Brown actively campaigned for Republican gubernatorial 
candidate Rufus Bullock, and in what critics saw as a blatant politi- 
cal payoff after he won, Bullock appointed Brown chief justice of the 
state supreme court. Brown served for a year and a half, ostensibly 
resigning to devote full time to his businesses. But in reality, Brown 
had been keeping a close eye on republicanism in Georgia and found 
it lacking. The party was unable to prevent the expulsion of black leg- 
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islators on a trumped up technicality or to counter rising Ku Klux 
Klan (q.v.) raids in the countryside. The Republicans had had to call 
on the army to reconstruct Georgia a second time by purging Demo- 
crats (q.v.) who could not take the ironclad oath in favor of their Re- 
publican runners-up 

Seeing that the future was not going to be determined by the fee- 
ble Republican administration of the Military Reconstruction Acts, 
Brown took this opportunity to denounce republicanism and 
switched back to the Democrats. Of course, he led the way in blam- 
ing all corruption on the departed governor, who in reality was as 
clean as could be, but it allowed Brown to complete a full circle in 
his political loyalties—Democrat before the war, secessionist in 
1861, war opponent in 1863, Johnson and Union man in 1865, Rad- 
ical Republican in 1867, Liberal Republican in 1872, and Democrat 
again in 1876. 

Exactly what brought Brown together with his post-Reconstruction 
allies was unclear, until U.S. Senator John B. Gordon, a Confederate 
war hero and spokesman for sectional reconciliation on the basis 
of economic exploitation of the South and West, unexpectedly re- 
signed his position. He had only a short time left to serve, but the 
resignation allowed the governor, Alfred H. Colquitt, to appoint a suc- 
cessor. He picked Brown, still hated for being a Reconstruction 
Scalawag. 

Brown, Gordon, and Colquitt became known as the “triumvirate.” 
From here on out, despite cries of collusion, the general pattern in 
Georgia was for one to be governor and the other two U.S. senators 
on an alternating basis, a process that ran Georgia through political 
patronage, peonage, the convict lease, and other graft and corruption 
until the Spanish-American War. Hated by many, admired by the rest, 
Joe Brown had shown an uncanny ability over his controversial life- 
time to come to the top with every turn of the wheel and make a for- 
tune doing it. 


BROWN’S FERRY, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


BROWNLOW, WILLIAM G. (1805-1877). Born in Wythe County, 
Virginia, William G. Brownlow became one of the most noted 
Scalawag (q.v.) politicians in the South. His extended family kept 
moving south and west through the Appalachian highlands until most 
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of it reached eastern Tennessee. By the time he was five years old 
both his father and mother had died. Brownlow wound up with his 
uncle and grew hard and strong in the life of a mountain farmer. He 
had a rudimentary education, made better by an insatiable desire to 
read everything he could get his hands on. He apprenticed himself to 
a carpenter, but found his true calling at a Methodist camp meeting 
and took up the duties of a circuit rider. Henceforth he would be 
known as “the Parson.” He would have the strong convictions of an 
evangelical not only in religion but also in his politics. He would 
speak in the words of religious argument, which made him an effec- 
tive speaker and writer among people who thought the same, which 
included most of Tennessee. 

Although he was a Tennessee Union man as strong as Andrew 
Jackson, Brownlow preferred the politics of Jackson’s archrival, 
Henry Clay. Like many border state Southerners, Brownlow backed 
the Constitutional Union Party (q.v.) in 1860 and its candidate, the 
former Whig (q.v.) John Bell, from his own Tennessee. When Ten- 
nessee joined the Rebel states in May 1861 (before its own seces- 
sion), he called on every man to vote and give the Rebels the setback 
of their lives at the polls. But the ordinance of secession carried by 
two to one. Brownlow kept publishing his newspaper, the Knoxville 
Whig, until he was arrested and held for a short period of time as dis- 
loyal to the Confederate cause. Eventually, Brownlow was freed and 
run out of the state. 

Returning with the conquering Federal armies, Brownlow re- 
opened his sheet, which he renamed the Whig and Rebel Ventilator, 
and once again castigated the Confederacy and the plantation aris- 
tocracy, whom he blamed for the war. Although Tennessee voted in 
the election of 1864 (q.v.), with white voters proscribed who could 
not take the ironclad oath, the vote was not counted. Shortly after- 
ward a convention met at Nashville under the Lincoln plan of Re- 
construction (q.v.) and a new state constitution was drawn up without 
slavery and a separate ordinance drafted to negate the Confederate 
military alliance. Ten percent (and more) of the voters approved of 
these measures and on 5 April 1865, William G. Brownlow became 
the first elected loyal governor of Tennessee since the war had begun. 

In his inaugural address, Brownlow declared himself against slav- 
ery as an institution and vowed to promote the power of the federal 
government at the expense of the states. He praised the Union victory 
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and promised no quarter for the Confederates. The Tennessee legis- 
lature was no carpetbag (q.v.) body but perhaps the largest Scalawag 
(q.v.) institution in the whole nation. Much of its representation came 
from eastern Tennessee and those other parts of the state that had re- 
mained neutral during the war. The legislature did little to advance 
the cause of blacks as free persons beyond passing basic civil rights 
legislation. But Brownlow did get a law much like the later federal 
Enforcement Acts (q.v.) passed that prohibited the use of the state’s 
roads or one’s house for illegal activities, and the prosecution of any 
official who refused to enforce the law, or for any witness who re- 
fused to testify in such cases. His campaigns against the Ku Klux 
Klan (q.v.) were known locally as the “Brownlow Wars.” 

An idea of how Brownlow’s well-led forces worked can be ob- 
tained from Tennessee’s passage of the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), 
the only instance in a former Confederate state before the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). When Democrats boycotted the legisla- 
ture, denying it a quorum, the speaker had four of them arrested. The 
detained men got a writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). The legislature im- 
peached and removed the judge from office for issuing it and hauled 
two of the detained into the legislature. A quorum was declared, even 
though the two refused to speak or vote. When the speaker got a sud- 
den, belated attack of fairness and refused to sign the vote, the pres- 
ident pro tem did it and the speaker was impeached and removed 
from office. Then Brownlow sent the ratification to Congress: “We 
have fought the battle and won it, . .. two of Andrew Johnson’s [q.v.] 
tools not voting. Give my respects to the dead dog of the White 
House!” For its astuteness and Brownlow’s leadership, the Republi- 
can Congress declared Tennessee to be the first Southern state read- 
mitted to the Union. 

In 1869, the Scalawag Republican legislature elected Governor 
Brownlow to the U.S. Senate, displacing Andrew Johnson’s son-in- 
law, at the same time that President-elect Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) was 
replacing Johnson. Although Brownlow’s mind was as sharp as ever, 
his body was worn out by his years of vigorous campaigning for the 
Union. He did little as senator beyond relish the passage of the En- 
forcement Acts (q.v.) and call for Tennessee’s subjugation under 
them, which never happened. 

It seemed that God had willed that Brownlow live long enough to 
see his handiwork as the premier Unionist of the South undone. Not 
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only did he live to see the Redemption (q.v.) of the entire region, but 
he also suffered the humiliation of being succeeded by his old Demo- 
crat enemy, Andrew Johnson, in the Senate. Brownlow was too vin- 
dictive to be considered a statesman, and he lacked the training. He re- 
mained a product of his times, Scalawag Union man to the day he died. 


BRUCE, BLANCHE K. (1841-1898). Born a slave at Farmville, Vir- 
ginia, Blanche K. Bruce was taken by his owner to Missouri. His 
early life was much the same as his master’s son, with whom he 
played and learned, sharing a tutor (contrary to state laws against 
teaching blacks to read and write). At the outbreak of the Civil War, 
Bruce escaped to the Union lines in Kansas and returned as a free 
man to open a school for blacks at Hannibal and to learn the printing 
trade. He then studied for two years at Oberlin College in Ohio after 
the war and removed to Mississippi, where he had once lived briefly 
as a boy, and where, by saving and investing his meager salary, he 
eventually became a wealthy planter. He leased plantations, founded 
the town of Floreyville (wisely named after a local carpetbagger 
[q.v.] of much political influence) and invested in abandoned lands. 

After the passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) in 
Congress, he entered Republican (q.v.) politics, serving as sheriff, tax 
collector, county superintendent of schools, and member of the state 
levee board. He was also commissioner of elections and sergeant at 
arms in the state senate. Bruce had a dignified bearing, handsome 
look, and magnificent physique. He always kept vindictive state- 
ments and actions out of his policies, which appealed to influential 
whites from the Delta. All sides competed for him and finally the 
Radicals under carpetbagger Adelbert Ames (q.v.) offered him the 
lieutenant governorship. Bruce declined; he wanted the U.S. Senate 
seat, a prized plum. By 1874 he was elected senator and became the 
first African American to serve a full term in that body (1875-1881), 
although Hiram R. Revels (q.v.) of Mississippi had been the first 
black senator for the short two-year term in 1870 (this was done as a 
matter of course to stagger the election of senators throughout the 
South as its states rejoined the Union). 

In the Senate, Bruce served on the committees on manufactures, 
education and labor, pensions, and the improvement of the Missis- 
sippi River and its tributaries. He opposed the removal of federal 
troops from the South and spoke out against the denial of black civil 
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rights in North and South. He also attacked the Chinese Exclusion 
Bill and stood for a decent Indian policy, believing that the measures 
employed against them, like those against black Americans, were 
contrary to American political principles. A temperance advocate 
who believed in frugal living habits, Bruce did much to clear up the 
defunct Freedmen’s Savings and Trust Company (q.v.), and distribute 
its resources among the depositors. 

Meanwhile, Bruce formed a triumvirate composed of himself, 
John R. Lynch (q.v.), and James Hill to wrest control of the Missis- 
sippi Republican Party from whites. These three men managed to 
hold their influence until the 1890s, only losing out after the state dis- 
franchised blacks under the limits of the Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.) 
by using literacy tests. Oddly, the triumvirate gave most of its politi- 
cal favors to whites, leaving few jobs for black supporters. This went 
along with Bruce’s commitment to black acceptance in American so- 
ciety through assimilation. He opposed the late 1870s’ Kansas Exo- 
dus of blacks (mostly from Mississippi) to avoid discrimination and 
refused support for those who wanted to emigrate to Liberia on the 
African continent. He maintained that the Negro in the United States 
was an American and no longer a citizen of his former nation any 
more than any other immigrant who had settled here. 

Upon completion of his term, Bruce continued his influence in 
Washington when he accepted an appointment from President James 
A. Garfield as registrar of the U.S. Treasury, and remained there un- 
til his death in 1898 from diabetic complications. 


BRUINSBURG, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


BUCHANAN, JAMES (1791-1868). Born to a Scots-Irish family in 
Pennsylvania, James Buchanan was educated locally and read law. 
At the same time, he served two terms in the state legislature. Ad- 
mitted to the bar in 1821, he immediately went off to Congress, 
where he became a loyal Jacksonian Democrat (1821-1831). He 
served as minister to Russia (1832—1833), U.S. senator from Penn- 
sylvania (1834-1844), secretary of state (1845-1849), minister to 
Great Britain (1853-1856), and the last Democrat (q.v.) to be presi- 
dent (1857-1861) before a twenty-four-year dry spell. He was a 
party hack in many respects, always doing what was right, with lit- 
tle imagination. He was an expansionist, as evidenced by his support 
of the War with Mexico, the Ostend Manifesto (q.v.), and the an- 
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nexation of Cuba. He was also a legalist, always supporting the law 
and the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.). He loved details and liked to su- 
pervise everything himself. 

Buchanan’s main problem was that he entered office with too 
much confidence. He believed that his forty-two years in politics had 
taught him everything. But he did not understand city politics, spec- 
ulative interests, and the intensity of Southern nationalism, nor the 
moral aspects of the antislavery issue. In 1856, Buchanan was old. 
He represented the past. He was a lifelong bachelor, whose true love 
had died when her parents prevented their marriage. But he liked 
feminine company and was lithe on the ballroom floor. His First 
Lady was his niece, Harriet Lane. 

Although he looked ruddy, tall, and hearty, Buchanan was weak in 
body and spirit. He suffered from the “National Hotel disease,” a 
form of dysentery. He was myopic and always held his head cocked 
to the left. He had horrible scars on his neck from an operation, which 
he tried to hide with high, stiff collars. At age sixty-five, he was wor- 
ried because he had never had a saving religious experience, and 
tended to get mean and petulant when crossed. 

As president, Buchanan had a lot to be cross about. As a party 
regular, he believed that the biggest issue he faced was party and 
personal loyalty. He replaced all those appointed before he took of- 
fice, even though they were Democrats, because President Franklin 
Pierce (q.v.) had appointed them. He wasted time on minor party 
politics when he faced insoluble problems in the territories that led 
to the Mormon War (q.v.) and the final Free-Soil settlement in 
Kansas, which he opposed. He enforced, some say manipulated, the 
U.S. Supreme Court’s proslavery decisions in Dred Scott v. Sanford 
(q.v.) and Ableman vy. Booth (q.v.). He watched the nation suffer 
through the Panic of 1857 (q.v.), a depression that hit the North 
harder than the South, erroneously confirming the alleged superior- 
ity of the slave economy in Southern eyes and pushing the drive for 
secession to be rid of the Yankee albatross of free labor. He sup- 
ported the John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) Southern Democrats in the 
election of 1860 (q.v.), believing that the South had many just com- 
plaints about the nature of the Union. He was against secession 
(q.v.), but his belief in governmental noninterference led him to do 
little during the secession movement in 1861. He retired to his home 
in 1861, announcing his support of the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) 
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administration’s prosecution of the war for Union and quietly living 
out his life until his death in 1868. 


BUELL, DON CARLOS (1818-1898). Born in Ohio and raised in In- 
diana, Don Carlos Buell was appointed to the U.S. Military Academy, 
graduating in the lower half of the class of 1841. He was an infantry 
officer but spent much of his career in the adjutant general’s depart- 
ment, although he served in the War with Mexico, where he gained a 
brilliant but overinflated reputation and three brevets. Buell lacked 
personality and had a hard time inspiring volunteer soldiers. He was 
a cautious man in the field and tended to be pedantic and unimagina- 
tive. He was a barrel-chested man of great strength, who could easily 
bend iron bars in half to impress his staff. 

At the beginning of the Civil War, Buell spent time organizing 
troops around Washington before he was sent to the Department of 
the Ohio to command its Army of the Cumberland. He advanced 
slowly into Tennessee, taking Nashville, aided by the more active ad- 
vance of Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) on his right flank in the 
Shiloh Campaign (q.v.). Buell sent part of his army over to Grant at 
Pittsburg Landing, where he saved the day by giving Grant the punch 
to drive the Confederates back to Corinth. Part of Maj. Gen. Henry 
W. Halleck’s set-piece advance on Corinth, Buell was about to at- 
tempt his own drive on Chattanooga, when the quick advance of the 
Confederate army into Kentucky in the Perryville Campaign (q.v.) 
caused him to fall back to Louisville and Cincinnati. He nearly lost 
his command over his withdrawal, but managed to get reinstated and 
advance to Perryville. His lackluster performance against the part of 
the Confederate army there led to his replacement by Maj. Gen. 
William S. Rosecrans. 

Buell’s role in the West was investigated by a military commission, 
but its report was never published. He was unwilling to accept an- 
other position, although Lt. Gen. Grant tried to get him reappointed 
several times. He spent the rest of his days as a pension agent and an 
ironworks president in Louisville. 


BULL RUN, FIRST BATTLE OF. See MANASSAS, FIRST BAT- 
TLE OF. 


BULL RUN, SECOND BATTLE OF. See MANASSAS CAM- 
PAIGN, SECOND. 
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BULLOCH, JAMES E. See CONFEDERATE SEA RAIDERS. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCANDAL. Not to be outdone by 
other executive appointees during the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) admin- 
istration, the Department of War’s secretary, William W. Belknap, 
collected his kickbacks from Indian agents out West (the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs being a function of the army in those days). The first 
bribes actually went to Mrs. Belknap, who had obtained the appoint- 
ment of C. P. Marsh as agent at the Comanche-Kiowa Agency at Ft. 
Sill, Oklahoma. But Marsh was smarter than to go out on the south- 
ern Great Plains to live. He merely wrote the incumbent and told him 
that for $1,000 a month Marsh would stay home and let him keep the 
job (it was an especially lucrative post). The agent agreed and Marsh 
paid half of the take to Mrs. Belknap to support her lavish lifestyle in 
Washington society. When Mrs. Belknap died suddenly, the secretary 
told Marsh to keep the payments coming. He had remarried to his 
first wife’s sister and she turned out to be even more expensive to 
maintain. When the fraud was revealed, Belknap offered to resign. 
Since he was an old war buddy and Grant got the odd notion that it 
was all the dead Mrs. Belknap’s fault, he let him resign to protect the 
family’s reputation. Of course, this made the whole cover-up Grant’s 
responsibility, and Belknap graciously let him assume the blame for 
the whole deal. After all, Grant’s ever-crooked brother, Orvil, seemed 
to be implicated as well. Belknap’s resignation killed a pending im- 
peachment proceeding. The expected criminal suit went by the board 
when the Department of Justice said there was insufficient evidence 
to prosecute. 


BUREAU OF REFUGEES, FREEDMEN, AND ABANDONED 
LANDS (FREEDMEN’S BUREAU). Created in the spring of 1865, 
the Freedmen’s Bureau’s goal was, in simplest terms, to provide a 
shortcut from slavery to freedom for the South’s four million African 
Americans. Established as a bureau in the army under the secretary 
of war, the Freedmen’s Bureau was a quasi-military organization 
governed by the articles of war. It consisted of a commissioner (Maj. 
Gen. Oliver Otis Howard) and his staff in Washington and ten (later 
twelve) assistant commissioners in the field who would control the 
relationship between blacks and whites in sixteen states and two ter- 
ritories below the Mason-Dixon Line. 
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Just who made up state and local bureau policies beyond the gen- 
eral guidelines from Washington is debatable. The responsibility lay 
with the assistant commissioners, but it is possible that they dele- 
gated most of the decision making to unnamed staff officers. The 
core of bureau work, however, would be conducted by the numerous 
field agents under the assistant commissioners, another group that 
wound up making more policy. Their agencies would make direct 
contact between the ex-slaves and the planters. 

The new order the bureau represented was puzzling to nineteenth- 
century Americans, because the bureau entered the lives of Southern 
blacks and whites at many levels usually reserved for individual (as 
opposed to governmental) action. Initially, the bureau’s main job was 
to assist black and white refugees dispossessed by the war to return 
home. But the bureau’s refugee responsibilities, which included dol- 
ing out rations, clothing, tents for temporary shelter, and transporta- 
tion vouchers, were soon completed by early 1866. 

This left the other functions spelled out in its full title: abandoned 
lands and freedmen. Throughout the war, a large group of reformers 
was interested in giving the freed slaves an economic base of inde- 
pendence through the family farm, a concept wrapped up in the slo- 
gan, “forty acres and a mule” (q.v.). The former slaves were enthusi- 
astic about the idea. But President Andrew Johnson (q.v.), despite his 
initial statements about punishing Rebels, was patently against con- 
fiscation of property. He forced Howard to temper the bureau’s pol- 
icy, with the result that the only freedmen who managed to gain any 
kind of land were those in the Sea Islands along the south Atlantic 
coast. 

The biggest responsibility that faced the bureau after the war was 
protecting the African Americans in their freedom. This meant that 
the new institution took the place of the slavery system. This was not 
to be a kind system; anyone without a contract and visible means of 
support was treated like a vagrant and put to forced labor. The bureau 
like the army before it did not set down hard and fast rules of labor. 
Basically, as long as local agents negotiated labor agreements that 
were just, provided for real freedom and impartial enforcement, any- 
thing went. 

The main problem faced by agents was the contracting process. 
That contracting could not be left to local law enforcement and courts 
had been proved by the Black Codes (q.v.). Even though the codes 
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were established on the basis of federal military regulations with the 
desire to restore order to chaos, the Yankees saw their application by 
Southerners as too discriminatory. The labor contracts varied from 
plantation to plantation, agency to agency, and state to state. De- 
pending on what a freedman and his family received in advances of 
goods (food and clothing), implements, and seed, he might get a 
share of the crop, a monthly wage, or compensation by task. Essen- 
tially, the freedmen liked crop shares better than cash as they saw it 
as a more tangible form of payment. In many places in the South, the 
old plantation gang system of labor soon gave way to the croppers 
and landowning farmers who worked small acreages as their own 
without supervision, could change jobs at will, and played landown- 
ers against each other for better conditions and wages. 

The worst thing about the whole system was that blacks were less 
than really free, bound to the plantation by the contract, which often 
spelled out behavior, sick days, and absences as thoroughly as any 
planter or army officer had done before emancipation (q.v.). Often 
there was a clause that any freedman who was absent before the end 
of the contract lost all shares. This allowed crooked planters to hire 
gunmen to run their laborers off at the end of harvest so they could 
claim the full crop. 

Besides labor, the bureau rendered African Americans with all 
sorts of legal protections and basic civil rights not available in local 
law. That the bureau did much cannot be denied. The problem was 
that bureau personnel had a limited ideological framework from 
which to operate. Too often they saw compulsion as necessary to 
make the blacks into their vision of what freed people ought to be (as 
opposed to what blacks envisioned their freedom to be) as did the 
army and Southerners before them. 

The original bureau courts (when they had the time and money to 
operate) consisted of the agent, a representative for the white, and one 
for the freedman involved. But a shortage of agents soon threw the 
system onto the indigenous state court systems. The result was that the 
bureau was pitted against social, legal, political, and institutional 
forces, and one questioned whether anything could have been done to 
guarantee justice for the blacks. As one Texas bureau agent aptly put 
it, generally the Negroes got a lot of law but very little justice. 

One area in which the bureau did more uneven work than in jus- 
tice was the creation of health services in the South. Generally, the 
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farther from Washington, D.C., a state was the less it received in 
health services. As for the Southern states, no one was about to waste 
tax dollars caring for African Americans, when even whites received 
no state aid. Black health during Reconstruction, when compared to 
whites, was much worse than it had been before the war, and it has 
stayed that way to the present. 

But unlike medicine, the bureau has received fairly universal 
praise in its development of educational systems for the Southern 
blacks. It is instructive that this was its longest running program, last- 
ing until 1872. All other programs were phased out in 1868. From the 
beginning, blacks sought to move up the ladder in their own schools. 
Very important to early African American education were the Protes- 
tant church societies of the North. Hundreds of schools, some 
founded by blacks, were adopted by groups such as the American 
Missionary Association (q.v.), individual denominations of Northern 
churches (who often feuded with each other and the bureau over ju- 
risdiction and the route to proper salvation), and secular freedmen’s 
aid societies. The schools they founded and operated, providing 
teachers, books, buildings, and administrators, ranged from elemen- 
tary to secondary to colleges. 

Soon black denominations such as the African Methodist Episco- 
pal and AME Zion stepped into the picture. Black agricultural and 
mechanical universities founded under the Morrill 1862 Land Grant 
College Act (q.v.) sprang up in most Southern states. The problem for 
black college graduates was where they were going to find work. The 
answer was in educating other blacks in schools and churches 
throughout the South. It is no accident that influential black leaders 
of the late nineteenth century were educators and ministers, or both. 
It is also no accident that one of the places blacks demanded more 
than the traditional input in American society was through their 
schools, especially the many Negro universities. 

Yet, although the universities and other schools founded by whites 
and later funded by whites and run by blacks (Howard, Fiske, Spel- 
man, Atlanta, Lincoln, Morehouse, and Wiley) produced the leader- 
ship class of the twentieth century (W. E. Burghardt Du Bois, James 
Weldon Johnson, James Farmer, Martin Luther King, and Thurgood 
Marshall), many local black schools never got much above the prob- 
lems of Reconstruction. Whites sought to subvert the independent 
black school system and bring it under state control. This was done 
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politically and through clandestine violence against schools, teach- 
ers, and individual students. The goal was to control the curriculum 
and operating funds, keeping blacks a “happy peasantry,” always in 
a subordinate place. 

As it was, not more than one-sixth of the eligible black population 
was reached by educators during Reconstruction. But the education 
movement did accomplish three things: it awakened the African 
Americans to the need for education; it led to the establishment of 
public education in the South; and it created the black colleges and 
universities that provided the graduates to expand that system in the 
future. 

Along with school separation, not necessarily wanted by blacks, 
came certain institutions that were desired to be separate. These re- 
volved around the family and churches, areas in which blacks did not 
want white supervision but preferred their own institutions and cus- 
toms. It gave them a needed break from white domination and preju- 
dice. Their religion tended toward the evangelical, often Methodist or 
Baptist, with local traditions thrown in. 

The church became the center of African American family life, the 
one place they could be themselves and develop their educational, so- 
cial, and economic lives, as well as the spiritual and moral. Black 
ministers were community leaders, along with artisans, a process that 
continued well beyond Reconstruction. It gave them a voice in the 
development and ordering of their own affairs. Most important were 
the aid societies that assisted the not so well-off after the bureau 
stopped relief activities in its first year of operation. The church acted 
as an employment office and a place for bureau agents and Northern 
missionaries to make contact with the black community. It also 
molded those whites into acting as blacks preferred, rather than hand- 
ing out edicts from on high. 

By its very nature, with the exception of ministrations to white 
refugees in its first year, the bureau tended to support segregation. Its 
services were for blacks only. Its labor policies created sharecropping 
and the lien, a form of peonage that doomed blacks (and then poor 
whites) for three generations. Its short-term goals (ending destitution, 
providing clothing, rations, and shelter) were successful. Its interme- 
diate goals (labor contracts and medical care) were less so. Its long- 
term goals (stabilizing the status of the African American, public ed- 
ucation, employment opportunity, legal rights for blacks, African 
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American voting rights, and the altering of state laws to treat blacks 
fairly) remained unmet for a century. 

What the bureau achieved during Reconstruction was not the free- 
ing of the African Americans from slavery, but the making of them as 
second-class citizens. Yet in the words of black historian W. E. 
Burghardt Du Bois, the bureau represented “one of the most singular 
attempts to grapple with the vast problems of race and social condi- 
tion.” He and recent historians would say that the effort itself was en- 
nobling, well worth it even though the ultimate ideals were not 
achieved then and are often lacking today. 


BURNSIDE, AMBROSE E. (1824-1881). Born in Indiana and grad- 
uating in the middle of his 1847 class at West Point, Ambrose E. 
Burnside was probably as incompetent an officer as the Union army 
ever had, and yet a confidence-inspiring, warm, and likeable man. 
He was flashy and handsome, over six feet tall. His long whiskers 
that curved from his ear to his upper lip led to the name “burnsides” 
being applied to them, which is nowadays twisted around to be 
“sideburns.” He wore his revolver on his hip like a gunfighter, high 
cavalry boots, and a uniform that was sloppy by intent. He also had 
the amazing ability to fall asleep anywhere on demand. He was sin- 
cere, actually very modest despite his dress, and always shrank from 
responsibility. 

Burnside arrived too late in Mexico City to do any fighting. He did 
fight the Apaches in New Mexico, where he was wounded. From his 
Indian campaigns he saw the need for a breech-loading cavalry car- 
bine. He resigned from the army in 1853 and invented one, which 
was used in the Civil War. But before the war, Burnside was a failure 
at business and relied on the largess of friends, of whom he had many, 
for jobs. In 1861, he lived in Rhode Island, a gun manufacturing area, 
where he was perfecting his carbine. He was appointed colonel of the 
Ist Rhode Island Infantry, fought credibly at First Manassas (q.v.), 
and was made brigadier general in charge of taking Roanoke Island 
off the Carolina coast. 

Transferred to the Virginia mainland, Burnside led his men, now 
styled as the IX Corps of the Army of the Potomac, in the Second 
Battle of Bull Run (q.v.) and the Maryland Campaign (q.v.). He per- 
formed poorly in the latter, but received the top position leading the 
whole army after the removal of his friend Maj. Gen. George B. Mc- 
Clellan (q.v.). Burnside protested that he had no ability for the job, a 


BUTLER, BENJAMIN F. (1818-1893) ® 85 


denial that made him all the more attractive to a president and Con- 
gress sick of braggarts who did not deliver. 

Burnside went on to prove that he had no ability to lead an army 
in the Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.). He was pulled out of combat 
roles and sent to administer the District of Ohio, where he arrested 
outspoken war opponent Clement L. Vallandigham. Returning to the 
IX Corps in 1864, Burnside fought in the Richmond Campaign (q.v.) 
and the Siege of Petersburg (q.v.), where he again proved his incom- 
petence at the Battle of the Crater. 

After the war, Burnside became a railroad man and a Rhode Island 
politician, serving three terms as governor and U’S. senator until his 
death in 1881. 


BUTLER, BENJAMIN F. (1818-1893). New Hampshire-born, cock- 
eyed Ben Butler studied hard and was admitted to the bar after a brief 
stint at Waterville College (present-day Colby University). He be- 
came a cracker-jack criminal lawyer and a Democratic politician. 
Moving to Massachusetts, Butler represented the poor Catholic mill 
hands at Lowell in the Bay State. He also fancied himself a military 
man and wrangled a major generalship of the state militia and com- 
manded several summer encampments, which gave him the distinc- 
tion of having led as large a body of men as Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield 
Scott (q.v.), the general-in-chief of the whole federal army. In 1860, 
he attended the Democratic (q.v.) convention and voted for John C. 
Breckinridge (q.v.). His support of the extreme Southern candidate 
cost Butler the governorship of his adopted state. 

Declaring himself a Jacksonian in opposition to secession (q.Vv.), 
Butler led some of the initial Union troops to Washington during the 
critical first days of the war. He was the first to classify the slaves 
who fled to the Northern lines “contraband of war,’ which in effect 
freed them and gave them their wartime nickname “contrabands” 
(q.v.). Eventually sent to the Department of the Gulf, he commanded 
the Federal occupation forces at the capture of New Orleans. 

His occupation of the Gulf ports and southern Louisiana was 
highly controversial (he hanged one man for insulting the U.S. flag), 
even criminal (he allegedly sacked “Confederate” plantations). The 
theft of silverware was so common under his command that Butler 
received the nickname “Spoons.” But he never quite outlived his dec- 
laration that women of New Orleans who insulted Federal soldiers 
would be treated as “prostitutes plying their trade,’ which led to a 
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death sentence being placed on his head in absentia by the Richmond 
government and worldwide condemnation. Hence the nickname 
“Beast.” 

Needing to have a less controversial man in charge to initiate Re- 
construction in Louisiana, President Abraham Lincoln put Butler in 
command of an army group that was supposed to cooperate with Lt. 
Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) 1864 campaign on Richmond, but in- 
competence on Butler’s part led to his force being trapped on the 
Bermuda Hundred peninsula (q.v.) and the new sobriquet “Bottle 
Imp.” Grant fired him after Lincoln’s winning of the election of 1864 
and Butler’s botched campaign against Ft. Fisher at Wilmington (q.v.), 
North Carolina, made his feared political influence superfluous. 

After the war, Butler served his state in Congress from 1866 to 
1875. He acted with the Radical Republicans to develop the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) and impeach President Andrew Johnson 
(q.v.). He led the way in Johnson’s impeachment (q.v.) trial as part of 
the House prosecution team, where he managed to alienate many and 
actually made the president a sympathetic figure once again. He was 
the first to “wave the bloody shirt” (q.v.), literally waving the torn, 
stained garment of a whipped carpetbagger (q.v.) above his head and 
calling for a stricter Reconstruction of the South. 

He returned home to run for governor, losing in 1877 and 1879, but 
winning in 1882. Never one to let principle get in the way of practi- 
cality, Butler not only won elections as a Democrat and a Republican 
(q.v.), but also as a Greenbacker; and he unsuccessfully sought the 
presidency in 1884 under the label of the Anti-Monopoly Party. He 
died in Washington in 1893, leaving behind a $7 million fortune and 
a record for audacity matched by few others. 


oC 


CAMDEN CAMPAIGN. In the spring of 1864, Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) had determined that all Union forces would advance to 
prevent reinforcement of the major Confederate armies in the field 
led by Gens. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) and Joseph E. Johnston (q.v.). One 
of the targets was Shreveport, and through it, east Texas. Two 
columns would advance upon Shreveport. One, led by Maj. Gen. 
Nathaniel Banks, would initiate the Red River Campaign (q.v.) and 
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attack Shreveport from the southeast. The other, headed by Maj. Gen. 
Fred Steele, would undertake the so-called Camden Campaign, ad- 
vancing from Little Rock, Arkansas, through Camden to attack 
Shreveport from the north. 

At first, Steele’s advance went quite well. Although his progress 
was contested by enthusiastic Confederate cavalry attacks, he was 
soon in Camden (15 April), even though he had started three weeks 
late. There he was alarmed to hear that Banks’s columns from New 
Orleans had been defeated at the Battle of Mansfield. Banks’s retreat 
would allow Confederate Gen. E. Kirby Smith (q.v.) to concentrate 
his forces to oppose Steele. 

Turning back at Camden, Steele had his 211 wagons of cotton and 
booty intercepted by Confederate troopers at Marks’ Mills (25 April). 
Many of the train guards were black soldiers in blue uniform. The 
Rebels showed little penchant for quarter, killing even those who sur- 
rendered. Steele quickened his pace to cross the Saline River before 
Kirby Smith’s men. The two sides collided at Jenkins’ Ferry, as 
Steele’s forces were crossing (29-30 April). Using the 43rd Illinois 
Infantry as a “fire brigade” to plug holes in the line, Steele managed 
to hold off the Rebel forays and escape back to Little Rock. 


CAMILLA MASSACRE. The black population of Camilla, South 
Carolina, located in a small white farming area surrounded by former 
slave plantations, had doubled as African Americans looked for al- 
ternate employment to the backbreaking field work to which they had 
been restricted as slaves. There was to be a planned Republican (q.v.) 
gathering at Camilla on 19 September 1868. Contingents of African 
Americans gathered in neighboring communities and on friendly 
plantations (owned by carpetbaggers [q.v.]) to march upon Camilla to 
hear the speeches. Their white organizers told them that they would 
have no trouble if it were done quietly. 

Meanwhile, the news of the black “invasion” panicked white 
townspeople at Camilla. Rumors had the blacks armed to the teeth. 
The African Americans refused to leave their weapons outside town 
as the sheriff asked, because they had heard that an armed band of 
whites awaited them. When the blacks arrived in town to go to the 
courthouse, a lone white ran out and demanded that they stop their 
fife and drum music. The marchers refused, and the man fired at the 
musicians. From the side of the street more armed whites appeared 
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and joined in the shooting. The blacks panicked and fled. The whites 
followed, firing their rifles and shotguns as they came. The shooting 
continued well into the night, lit up by a full moon. A dozen blacks 
died during the fray, with uncounted others being wounded. 

By election day the violence had accomplished its goal. Only two 
Republican votes were cast at Camilla. Fraud took care of the rest of 
the district. The whole area went to the Democrats (q.v.), not bad con- 
sidering that black and white Republicans outnumbered them in reg- 
istration. Similar effect was had throughout the state as the fallout 
from the Camilla Massacre was statewide. 


CAMPBELL STATION. See KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


CANAL STREET, BATTLE OF. See NEW ORLEANS, THIRD 
BATTLE OF. 


CANBY, EDWARD R. S. (1817-1873). Born in Kentucky on the Ohio 
River, “Sprigg” Canby was raised in Madison, Indiana, at that time a 
bustling, growing river town. He accepted an appointment to the U.S. 
Military Academy and graduated second to last in his class of 1839. 
He served in the Second Seminole War and was a staff officer in the 
War with Mexico under Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.). But more 
than anything else, Canby was a paper-shuffler, an officer in the ad- 
jutant general’s office, a man who knew regulations and enforced 
them. He also served in California and for a time was a recruiting of- 
ficer. He was with the ill-fated Utah Expedition, sent out to subdue 
the Latter Day Saints in the so-called Mormon War (q.v.) of the late 
1850s. In 1860, Canby was sent to New Mexico to put down trouble 
between the Navajos and local settlers that had been brewing since 
the War with Mexico. He had just completed a failed campaign 
against the tribe when the Civil War broke out in the East. 

At the beginning of the Civil War, Canby became colonel of the 
newly raised 19th Infantry. As such, he was the senior officer left in 
the Southwest, so when the Confederates invaded in their New 
Mexico-Arizona Campaign (q.v.), he received the duty of checking 
their advance. Canby wisely fell back past Santa Fe into southern 
Colorado, seeking to consolidate the few troops he had left after a 
disastrous defeat at Valverde in southern New Mexico, and covering 
his supply line to Denver. As Canby retreated, his supply line got 
shorter and Colorado reinforcements became closer, until his forces 
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managed to wreck the Confederate supply train after another Union 
loss at Glorieta Pass outside Santa Fe. The Rebels then found them- 
selves overextended and had to do the same as Canby, fall back all 
the way to Ft. Davis in Texas. The result was that Canby became a 
war hero in a forgotten theater of the conflict. 

In the beginning of 1863, he arrived in Washington, D.C., to be- 
come a military advisor to Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton 
(q.v.). Some claimed that Canby was more an assistant secretary of 
war, but, in any case, he signed the order that sent Ohio Copperhead 
Clement L. Vallandigham (q.v.) into Confederate exile, and was on 
the board that revised the Articles of War. 

By summer, Canby was in New York City, where he and a brigade 
of combat infantry from the Army of the Potomac were charged with 
administering the draft laws. Although Canby had had nothing to do 
with the earlier New York City draft riot (q.v.), he was the one who 
saw to it that it never was repeated and the rioters enrolled in the 
draft. In 1864, Canby took over the Division of West Mississippi and 
led the final successful assault on the forts at Mobile Harbor in Al- 
abama. He then took over the Department of Louisiana and the De- 
partment of the Gulf, a bigger command area including Louisiana, 
with headquarters at New Orleans. In this capacity he received the 
surrender of Confederate armies operating east and west of the Mis- 
sissippi River. He also had to administer Reconstruction (q.v.) for the 
first time. 

A Southerner by birth, Canby had a nebulous position on race. He 
firmly thought that it was a problem of correct concern to the federal 
government, but he was very conservative in that he believed that 
government help ought to be limited and curtailed at the first oppor- 
tunity. He had a tendency to require all problems involving African 
Americans be handled by the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.), and all crime 
by local authorities. But he stepped into both jurisdictions if they 
failed to act judiciously for all concerned. He knew the rules and de- 
manded others follow them. As a general, Canby was a good adju- 
tant. He remained monotonously consistent all the time. 

At first Canby expected Reconstruction to go along quickly. But 
Canby was in Louisiana, and there politics had a way of being un- 
fathomable to outsiders. Taking over from Bvt. Maj. Gen. Nathaniel 
Banks, Canby found that he was the heir to a program that was to re- 
construct the state through an old planter-former Confederate but 
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now allegedly loyal group. This seemed to contradict President 
Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) desires to open Reconstruction to a 
broader black-white coalition. Lincoln wanted Canby to loosen the 
Reconstruction process; Canby sought to follow rules already estab- 
lished. Canby was not averse to let the Rebels run the country be- 
cause they knew how to do it. They would simply have to be 
watched closely. 

But Lincoln’s death brought a new hand to the helm in Washing- 
ton. President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v) Reconstruction plan, although 
it was not necessarily envisioned that way, returned power to the pre- 
war elites. Again, Canby saw his role as not to interfere with the po- 
litical process, unless blacks and loyal whites were adversely af- 
fected. Then Canby preferred to cajole the elected officials into doing 
their duties. 

Canby did not like the newly elected government any better than Lin- 
coln’s but he abided by the election. About this same time, Maj. Gen. 
Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.), whose command area in western Louisiana 
overlapped with Canby’s Department of the Gulf, jealously got Canby 
transferred to Washington and took over the unified Gulf region. 

Back in Washington, Canby headed the “Canby Claims Commis- 
sion,” which looked into property seized by the federal government 
during the war under the Confiscation Acts (q.v.). After the passage 
of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), Canby was sent to the Sec- 
ond Military District to replace Bvt. Maj. Gen. Daniel Sickles, who 
had interfered with operation of the circuit courts administered by 
Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase (q.v.). Canby arrived in Charleston in 
the summer of 1867 to begin a portion of his career that would result 
in the admission of four ex-Confederate states (North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Texas, and Virginia) back into the Union—almost half of 
those ten that fell under the Military Reconstruction Acts—and earn 
him the title of “the Great Reconstructor.” 

Canby considered his job to be a ministerial one, of carrying out 
policy without regard or favor to anyone. He was not a man to make 
up his own rules. As always, he followed the rules already set down. 
The first thing Canby did was reorganize his states into military 
zones with a troop contingent in each made up of infantry and cav- 
alry. He refused to put soldiers in all county seats, because that would 
spread his forces too thin. Instead, he concentrated his men in iso- 
lated areas that were most likely to have trouble. 
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Next Canby made it a habit to investigate all reports and com- 
plaints so as to head off trouble before it started. He prohibited armed 
civilian groups from drilling, but did not take their arms. He expected 
local authorities to enforce all laws fairly for blacks and whites. He 
found that many of the state authorities were not of a quality that he 
would have liked, so he augmented them with military commissions. 
Canby made jury duty an imperative on all registered voters who paid 
taxes. Color alone was an insufficient basis to include or exclude. 

Canby was also chary of removing officials from office. He 
seemed to have the Kentuckian’s famous ability to talk to both North 
and South in a diplomatic manner. He never tried to force his actions 
down the throats of Southern whites by direct military confrontation. 
He did not try to interfere with the conduct of the conventions. 
Rather, Canby interested himself in the conditions facing voters, 
safety, preventing economic discrimination against blacks by their 
employers (he taxed the county where they were fired to pay for their 
maintenance on a public dole), and closing down all other govern- 
mental functions to ensure that everyone could go vote. 

After the constitutions were approved by state voters, Canby ap- 
pointed all elected officials to office that the legislatures might get on 
with approving the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.) and electing U.S. 
senators. This required him to force all elected officials to take the iron- 
clad oath (q.v.), which hurt Democrats (q.v.). But Canby pointed out 
that it was required under the Military Reconstruction Acts. He also 
immediately recognized the constitutions as valid. By these methods, 
Canby kept the Reconstruction process going forward to completion. 

After Reconstruction had been completed in 1870, Canby went to 
the Pacific Coast to command the Department of the Columbia out 
of Portland, Oregon. In 1871, the Modoc tribe in southern Oregon 
complained that the government had treated them unfairly, taking 
lands in violation of an 1864 treaty. The whites who had settled there 
treated them poorly and they did not like it. Led by a chief, Captain 
Jack, a portion of the tribe left the reservation and refused to return. 
In a meeting on 11 April 1873, Canby and the commissioners were 
attacked after the general refused to withdraw the soldiers. Canby 
fell at the first shot from Captain Jack’s revolver. He was the first 
American general officer to fall in an Indian battle. Canby was 
buried at Indianapolis, Indiana. The Great Reconstructor had finally 
found a situation that had resisted his skills in rebuilding. 
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CAPTURED AND ABANDONED PROPERTY ACT OF 1863. As 
Federal armies advanced into the South, they captured large amounts 
of private property, much of it abandoned by fleeing owners. The 
armies really could not do much with this property as it had little di- 
rect military use. But since a lot of it was cotton that had already been 
sold or seized by the Confederate government and that had value on 
the open market, something had to be done. So Congress passed the 
Captured and Abandoned Property Act on 3 March 1863. It declared 
that under the “belligerent rights of confiscation” all moveable prop- 
erty of disloyal persons could be picked up by treasury agents who 
would remove it for sale to the loyal states. The Department of the 
Treasury immediately sent out customs officials, agency aids, local 
agents, and supervisory agents to follow the armies into the Rebel 
states and seize this property. A general agent in Washington coordi- 
nated all of this work. About $30 million worth of property was 
seized during the war, of which 95 percent was cotton. About $25 
million in net proceeds was realized by all parties. 

Another aspect of the Captured and Abandoned Property Act was 
the taking of abandoned plantations. If the owner was absent aiding 
the Confederacy, treasury agents declared the property abandoned 
and held it with an eye to possible return to its owner in the future. 
But although land titles remained undisturbed, the intent was really 
wartime confiscation. Early on the federal government decided to 
manage this property through a bureau of plantations to give em- 
ployment to the large numbers of fugitive slaves who had fled to 
Union lines for freedom and security. Usually these properties were 
leased out to bidders on an annual basis, with all rents and proceeds 
going to the war effort. 

By 1865, administration of this captured or abandoned property 
passed into the hands of the new Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and 
Abandoned Lands (q.v.). There it was held until claimed (one needed 
to prove title and loyalty, be it original, amnesty, or pardon) or even- 
tually sold at auction. The owners who had the hardest time proving 
their loyalty, oddly enough, were the people who actually refused to 
aid the Confederacy. They often had few witnesses or documents to 
show, unlike pardoned Rebels. 

But in 1871, the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled in Smith v. Kline 
that all claimants were to be assumed loyal unless evidence to the 
contrary could be produced. But the uncertainty of U.S. title in any 
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of the seized or abandoned lands defeated those who wished to grant 
homesteads to African Americans during Reconstruction, so this led 
to the passage of the Southern Homestead Act (q.v.) in 1866. 


CARDOZO, FRANCIS L. (1837-1903). A black officeholder who 
maintained his integrity amid the excesses usually associated with 
Reconstruction in South Carolina, Francis L. Cardozo (sometimes 
rendered erroneously as Cardoza) was born in Charleston as a free 
man of color. His parents were Lydia Williams, a free woman of 
color, and Isaac N. Cardozo, a customs house clerk from a well- 
known Jewish family in the city. Francis Cardozo was educated in a 
school for free Negroes in Charleston and went abroad to complete 
his education at the University of Glasgow and seminaries at London 
and Edinburgh. He returned to the United States during the Civil War 
and took over a parsonage in New Haven, Connecticut. At the end of 
the war, Cardozo returned to South Carolina, where he organized 
schools for blacks. Upon the passage of the Military Reconstruction 
Acts (q.v.), Cardozo entered politics and was elected to the state con- 
stitutional convention. 

Throughout the convention Cardozo exhibited a moderate attitude 
and insisted that the floor be opened to all newspapermen so that the 
proceedings could be fairly reported. He was very solicitous of the 
public purse, opposing all steps that were unnecessary expenses, such 
as appointing pages to the convention, defraying unlimited expendi- 
tures, and permitting lucrative travel monies for members. But he sup- 
ported a petition to Congress asking for $1 million to assist freedmen 
in buying abandoned plantations. Cardozo was also for universal man- 
hood suffrage, opposing penalties against ex-Confederates. He also 
served on the committee on public education and worked out the de- 
tails of the first tax-supported system of universal education in the 
state. In 1868, Cardozo was elected as secretary of state on the Repub- 
lican (q.v.) ticket. His most notable act was to clean up the fraud asso- 
ciated with the state land commission and thereby reserve as much land 
for the freedmen as intended in the original act. An active politico, Car- 
dozo became the head of the Union Loyal League (q.v.)in the state in 
1872. He campaigned for the party, despite the monetary extrava- 
gances that alienated it from most native whites, asking that the regime 
be assessed on its merits rather than by the avaricious acts of a few. The 
result was a resounding approval by the voters at the polls. 
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In 1873, Cardozo became the state treasurer under the corrupt 
Franklin J. Moses Jr. (q.v.) administration. Cardozo’s policy was to 
restore the state’s credit by the adjustment and settlement in an 
equable manner of the state’s outstanding debts, resuming payment 
of the state’s bonded debt, and reducing property assessment and 
rate of taxation by emphasizing a fair collection and disbursing of 
the state’s monies. Much of Cardozo’s policy was an able reaction to 
the legitimate complaints of several statewide taxpayers’ conven- 
tions. Cardozo also pointed out that while the state debt was almost 
$16 million, over $7 million had been contracted by Democratic 
(q.v.) governments in power before the passage of the Military Re- 
construction Acts. He was attacked viciously by the Charleston 
News and Courier after he removed the state printing contract from 
it, but the newspaper’s tone soon changed as it became evident that 
Cardozo was the lone honest man in an administration dominated by 
a greedy, corrupt governor. Numerous investigations by a hostile 
Democratic state legislature proved that Cardozo’s books were in or- 
der and that his policies were honest and good for the state. 
Nonetheless, the 1876 legislature indicted and convicted him for so- 
called irregularities when Wade Hampton’s Red Shirt Democrats 
took over the state, forcing Governor Hampton to pardon Cardozo of 
all charges. 

Unwilling to trust to himself to Hampton’s protection forever, Car- 
dozo left South Carolina and moved to the nation’s capital. There he 
was employed by the post office for a while before becoming super- 
intendent of public schools in the District of Columbia, a position he 
held until his death in 1903. 


CARDOZO, THOMAS W. (1838-1881). The brother of Francis L. 
Cardozo (q.v.), a black politician in South Carolina during Recon- 
struction known for his integrity and honesty, Thomas W. Cardozo 
represented the other side of the coin: corruption and avarice. Born in 
Charleston the son of a free woman of color, Lydia Williams, and 
customs house clerk Isaac N. Cardozo, Thomas Cardozo lived in the 
much-privileged, yet much oppressed world of Charleston’s free 
black population. This gave him an ambivalent attitude toward other 
blacks—he felt an obligation to assist them but at the same time 
wished to stay a step or two above them on the ladder of society, as 
his almost white color seemed to demand. He never wanted to dirty 
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his hands too much with the affairs of his own race. He attended pri- 
vate school in Charleston, but the death of his father sent him and his 
mother to New York City. There he continued his education and 
opened a school for local blacks. At the end of the Civil War, Cardozo 
became associated with the American Missionary Association 
(AMA) (q.v.) and supervised their schools in Charleston. It was here 
that a disturbing penchant for quarreling with others became evident. 
He also turned out to have been quite a womanizer, and an affair with 
one of his students caused the AMA to give his job to his brother, 
Francis, forcing Thomas into the grocery business to survive. 

Thomas Cardozo made many attempts to atone for his past and re- 
gain his stature with the AMA to no avail. He then went to New York 
state and became associated with the Freedmen’s Union Commis- 
sion, which sent him and his wife to teach in their schools in North 
Carolina. The failure of the commission to finance their operations 
adequately sent Cardozo over to the rival federal Bureau of Refugees, 
Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands (q.v.), again as a teacher. After the 
passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) in 1867, Cardozo 
entered Republican (q.v.) politics. In 1871, he went to Mississippi, 
where his wife had relatives. In Vicksburg, Cardozo joined the local 
Republican Party and taught school until he had gained the proper 
residency requirements (six months) to run for office. Cardozo got 
himself elected as clerk of the county court in 1872. 

By active campaigning he managed to get the nomination for the 
post of state superintendent of education on the Adelbert Ames (q.v.) 
ticket in 1874. He took a real interest in Mississippi’s education sys- 
tem, white and black, and made regular field inspections. He backed 
local control of schools and a statewide adoption of uniform texts. 
But he did nothing to interfere with the segregated nature of the 
school system. Unfortunately, the vicious campaign that brought him 
to office led Conservative whites to charge Cardozo with issuing 
false certificates to the state and pocketing the money. The indicted 
Cardozo posted a $22,500 bond that was backed by every prominent 
Republican in the state. The resulting trial ended in a hung jury (nine 
blacks and three whites). Prosecutors tried to bring the case again 
with a change of venue to Jackson. 

The redemption of Mississippi by the White Liners (q.v.) meant 
that the prosecution would go on, and further investigation resulted 
in his impeachment. The charges echoed the earlier court case (that 
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he had issued false witness certificates and took the cash), but other 
new charges appeared, too. Cardozo was accused of embezzling 
funds from Tugaloo University as its treasurer, accepting bribes and 
kickbacks in choosing Mississippi’s school texts, and cheating on the 
average daily attendance records, splitting the difference in money 
with local principals. Cardozo did not await the results; he resigned 
all offices and left the state, reportedly with $2,000 in state funds, and 
forfeiting the amount bondholders had previously put up for him. In 
exchange for his departure, the state legislature dropped all charges. 
Cardozo went to Newton, Massachusetts, where he lived out his life 
as a local postal service worker. 


CAROLINAS CAMPAIGN. On 21 December 1864, the Confederate 
army abandoned Savannah, Georgia. to the besieging troops of Fed- 
eral Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.). Having completed his 
March to the Sea (q.v.), Sherman now proposed to tear the heart out 
of the Carolinas, eventually coming up behind Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) 
Rebel army defending against the forces of Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
in the Petersburg siege (qq.v). As Sherman moved north, he expected 
to meet somewhere in North Carolina with Federal forces engaging 
in the Battle of Wilmington (q.v.). 

Sherman crossed the Savannah River in January 1865 with the 
same two armies (60,000 men) that he had used to cross Georgia: the 
Army of Georgia (two infantry corps under Maj. Gen. Henry 
Slocum) and the Army of the Tennessee (two infantry corps led by 
Maj. Gen. O. O. Howard). As he had done in Georgia, Sherman 
pushed his armies between his actual objectives, forcing the Confed- 
erates to commit their forces to one place while he shifted and took 
another. There was little actual Confederate resistance—the few 
Rebel forces were scattered under the command first of Gen. P. G. T. 
Beauregard and then Gen. Joseph E. Johnston (qq.v.). The cavalry 
was led by Maj. Gen. Wade Hampton, a prominent citizen of South 
Carolina and former leader of Lee’s cavalry in Virginia. Most of 
Sherman’s trouble came from heavy, incessant rains. 

On 16 February, Sherman took Columbia, South Carolina. The 
next day great fires burned much of the business sections of the town, 
Federals blaming Hampton’s withdrawing cavalry, Hampton pointing 
the finger at rowdy Union troops. About this time, the Southern 
troops abandoned Charleston, which had held off besieging Federals 
for two years. Northern soldiers and politicians would see Maj. Gen. 
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Robert Anderson raise the flag at Ft. Sumter (now a lump of rubble, 
destroyed by constant artillery fire), on 14 April, the fourth anniver- 
sary of his surrender in 1861. 

To supplement the few Confederate garrison and militia troops that 
faced Sherman, Johnston managed to get what was left of the old 
Army of Tennessee to the Carolinas from northern Alabama, where 
they had remained after their defeat during the Nashville Campaign 
(q.v.). As reinforcements began to arrive, Johnston took on Sher- 
man’s advance at Kinston (10 March) and Averasboro (16 March). 
The battle was indecisive, the bulk of Sherman’s approaching army 
making Confederate success impossible. With all of the Army of Ten- 
nessee up, Johnston tried to assault the Army of Georgia before Sher- 
man could join his forces. Again, Sherman reacted quickly, and John- 
ston fell back, losing 2,600 to Sherman’s 1,600. Sherman reached 
Goldsboro on 22 March, joining up with troops just in from the vic- 
tory at Wilmington. Sherman now had 80,000 men, nearly four times 
Johnston’s number. 

Johnston reorganized all of his troops into the Army of Tennessee, 
but with Sherman’s force being so large, and Lee retreating from 
Richmond, Johnston knew that it was all in vain. On 13 April, he 
asked for an armistice to discuss terms. Sherman offered him a very 
generous settlement, including such political terms as the recalling of 
state legislatures to repeal secession. Secretary of War Edwin McM. 
Stanton (q.v.) was horrified at these sections and nullified the surren- 
der pact. Sherman had to go back to Johnston, greatly embarrassed at 
his treatment by Stanton. But with the passage of the fleeing Con- 
federate government past his lines, and the anger generated by the as- 
sassination of President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), Johnston quietly 
surrendered his forces on 26 April (the day John Wilkes Booth [q.v.] 
was killed), at Durham Station, without resuming hostilities. He re- 
ceived the same generous terms that Grant gave Lee. 


CARPETBAGGERS. More than any other period of American his- 
tory, the story of Reconstruction has been told as an encounter of 
good and evil. The prime villain of any Reconstruction melodrama 
has to be the carpetbagger, who, in the words of one commentator, 
created an era of “cruel chicanery and political upheaval” in his 
“studied degradation of the conquered South.” 

According to the stereotype, the carpetbagger was a low-life Yan- 
kee, newly arrived from the North with his total world’s belongings 
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stowed in a carpetbag, a popular valise of the time made from carpet 
materials for sturdiness, from which his nickname came. His intelli- 
gence was of a keen, corrupt manner, exceeded in its contemptibility 
only by his lack of decency and honor. A seeker of power and plun- 
der, he received fom the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) his part- 
ners in opprobrium, the easily exploitable black voters and lowborn 
Southern white traitors to their section, the Scalawags (q.v.). When 
the carpetbagger was driven out of the South, by the noble ex-Con- 
federate Redeemers (q.v.), concluded the myth, he left behind a trail 
of corruption, misgovernment, and disturbed race relations. 

Although the evil carpetbagger is a caricature, it still holds in the 
popular imagination, North and South. Indeed, historians now like to 
use the term “outside whites” to get around the evils the stereotype 
imbues. But among historians of Reconstruction, the carpetbagger 
portrait had been changing for the last quarter-century, until the 
stereotype is hardly recognizable. Instead of a poor, lowborn adven- 
turer out to exploit the South, these men are now seen as Northerners 
with money who came South to invest in the land and its potentiali- 
ties for the good of their communities, men who arrived right after 
the war and had no notion of entering government, men who were in- 
terested in everyday business not Reconstruction politics. Indeed, the 
Yankees who came South after Appomattox to invest in plantations 
and planting had little trouble with their Southern white neighbors 
beyond a little social ostracism common in nineteenth-century Amer- 
ica for any outsiders or newcomers to an established area. 

The Yankees who came South and stayed saw the place as a new 
frontier. The South was a land of opportunity, and the Northern emi- 
grants expected to achieve much in business because they conde- 
scendingly saw the white and black Southerners as indolent. But the 
main problem with planting in the South was the weather immedi- 
ately after the war. Much of the South was under drought conditions. 
Every planter, neophyte Northerner or experienced Southerner, was 
at its mercy. A lot of planters were going broke by 1867, and the re- 
cently arrived Yankees led the pack. Just as everyone seemed to be 
going broke (and the Northern newcomers had often invested thou- 
sands in their businesses), along came the Military Reconstruction 
Acts. A new field beckoned. Northerners in the South were among 
those who could vote without question. They could take any oath re- 
quired, they were indisputably loyal to the Union, and they could 


CASS, LEWIS M. (1782-1866) ® 99 


hold office at a time when Southern whites were still suspect. They 
also believed that they had a responsibility to serve. It was like en- 
listing in the war all over again. And that seems to be the key. To be 
a carpetbagger in the Reconstruction sense of the word, one had to be 
a white Northerner who came south after the Civil War and at some 
time entered Republican (q.v.) politics. 

Southerners and historians later accused the carpetbaggers of dis- 
turbing racial relations in the South. On this account they are indeed 
guilty. And this became in the end their real “crime.” Carpetbag 
regimes rested their power on a widened democracy (in that all men 
could vote and hold office); guaranteed political rights as represented 
by the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments (qq.v) and 
the Military Reconstruction Acts; reapportioned representation; elec- 
tion rather than appointment to office (with the notable exception of 
Louisiana); public schools, although they did their best to avoid the 
question of integration, which might cost them votes among poorer 
whites who liked the rest of their program); public accommodations, 
even though it cost them Scalawag support because it was critical for 
black votes; Northern emigration to purify the South and help repub- 
licanism politically; and internal improvements such as highways 
and railroads. It was the carpetbaggers who led the war against the 
Ku Klux Klan (q.v.) and organized the Union Loyal Leagues (q.v.) 
and the so-called Negro Militias (q.v.). 

Although the carpetbagger stereotype needs to be taken with a 
healthy grain of salt lest it continue to be misinterpreted as reality, 
it cannot be totally ignored as more recent commentators would 
have it. Their role in Reconstruction was too important for that. It 
was their need to earn a living through political patronage that gave 
the era much of its flavor of political factionalism based on person- 
alities rather than ideology and their inability to build unity in the 
fledgling Southern Republican Party that was central to Recon- 
struction’s failure. Even though they were a distinct minority within 
the Republican Party in the South, they were its driving element for 
a South far different from the one that preceded them and the one 
that followed. 


CARROLL, ANNA. See ANACONDA PLAN. 


CASS, LEWIS M. (1782-1866). Born in New Hampshire, Lewis Cass 
was educated at Exeter Academy. When he was nineteen, he set out 
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on foot for the Northwest Territory. Later on, he read law in the new 
state of Ohio, was admitted to the bar, and served in the state legisla- 
ture and as a U.S. marshal. During the War of 1812, he entered the 
army and emerged as a brigadier general, instrumental in the battles 
against the British and Native Americans led by the Shawnee chief- 
tain Tecumseh. From 1813 to 1831, he was the governor of Michigan 
Territory and President Andrew Jackson’s secretary of war, where he 
directed the Black Hawk War and southeastern Indian Removal. He 
was President Martin Van Buren’s minister to Britain, resigning over 
his disagreement with the Webster-Ashburton Treaty. 

In 1844, Cass sought the Democratic Party’s (q.v.) presidential 
nomination by coming out for the annexation of Texas. Losing to 
James K. Polk, Cass served as Michigan’s U.S. senator (1845-1848), 
where he backed the annexation of Oregon and the War with Mexico, 
and opposed the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.). Cass’s solution to the question 
of slavery was squatter sovereignty (q.v.), the notion that the people in 
the territories ought to decide by a vote. But he would allow this at any 
time in the territorial process, which the South would not abide, pre- 
ferring the Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.) and a decision in the first 
state convention, a process later called popular sovereignty (q.v.). This 
cost Cass the presidency in 1848 to Zachary Taylor (q.v.). 

Elected to the U.S. Senate again (1849-1857), Cass favored the 
Compromise of 1850 (q.v.). He was secretary of state under President 
James Buchanan (q.v.), resigning when Buchanan refused to take a 
strong stand against secession. 


CASSVILLE. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


CEDAR CREEK, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


CEDAR MOUNTAIN, BATTLE OF. See MANASSAS CAMPAIGN, 
SECOND. 


CEMETERY HILL, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CEMETERY RIDGE, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CHAFFIN’S FARM. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 
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CHAMBERLAIN, DANIEL H. (1835-1907). A South Carolina car- 
petbagger (q.v.), Daniel H. Chamberlain was the next to youngest of 
ten children born to a Massachusetts farmer. He grew up working on 
the farm, receiving a common school education. He also taught school 
for the money to go to a college prep school and eventually wound up 
at Yale College, where he worked at speech and debate, English com- 
position, and classical languages (Greek and Latin). He graduated at 
the top of his class and went on to Harvard Law School. He was a con- 
firmed antislavery Republican (q.v.) by now, but he was kept out of 
the war initially by the need to complete his education and repay some 
of the debts it cost him. Finally, the moral obligation of the war against 
slavery could no longer be denied. He enlisted in the 5th Massachu- 
setts (Colored) Cavalry, as a lieutenant, but saw little action. 

Chamberlain came South in response to the accidental drowning of 
a friend who was serving as a teacher of freedmen, and stayed on to 
look things over. He saw the South as a place to make the money he 
needed to pay off his debts, but was lucky to break even. After two 
years, the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) opened another possi- 
bility—he could serve in the South Carolina state convention, as a 
loyal white delegate. It also gave him a job that made good use of his 
legal education. He voted as a reformer for debt relief (he knew a lot 
about that firsthand), redistribution of land among the freedmen, 
elective state offices rather than appointive, reorganization of the 
court system, and equal rights. 

Chamberlain made a good impression on the Republican delegates. 
Governor Robert K. Scott (q.v.) appointed him attorney general for the 
new government. He served on the state railroad and land commis- 
sions. He also appealed to the taxpayers’ revolt, setting himself up as 
an alternative to Scott in 1872. He proposed that corruption be con- 
trolled and whites given a better chance of electing representatives by 
a system of proportional voting. If Charleston County, for example, 
had eighteen representatives in the state legislature, he gave each voter 
eighteen votes. He could cast them in any way, up to all eighteen for 
one candidate or in any other proportion he wished. He also appealed 
to Democrats (q.v.) such as James L. Orr who wished to create a sin- 
gle party of whites and blacks dedicated to honesty. 

Chamberlain ran against Radical Republican Franklin J. Moses Jr. 
(q.v.) in 1872 but lost. After two years of Moses and his cronies steal- 
ing the state blind, Chamberlain looked good in 1874. He also 
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strengthened his appeal to black voters when he refused to keep black 
students out of the state university. He received a majority of votes, 
much less than either Scott or Moses had received, but enough to win 
a convincing victory. 

As governor, Chamberlain tried to walk a narrow line between Re- 
publicans and Democrats, probably too difficult a job at that day and 
time for anyone. But he managed to put together a coalition of 
reform-minded blacks and whites in the legislature to work for an 
honest, economically run state government. Even hostile editors were 
impressed. He defeated many appropriation bills and kept tax rates 
down. But upland Democrats wanted an independent, white- 
controlled party with its own Southern white candidate. They wanted 
Wade Hampton, a Confederate war hero. Hampton promised an end 
to Reconstruction and Yankee-Negro government. White militia 
groups, the Red Shirts (q.v.), began to organize and drill for action. 

It soon became evident that the Democrats were not about to lose 
the election of 1876 in South Carolina to an honest vote. Race riots 
spread all over the area west of Columbia, those at Hamburg (q.v.) and 
Ellenton (q.v.) merely being the worst. Blacks were shot down at ran- 
dom, in their homes, on the roads, and in marketplaces. It mattered lit- 
tle that they were not engaged in political activities. Rifle clubs (q.v.) 
heard speakers who warned that “the tall poppies will fall first.” 

When Chamberlain appealed for federal military assistance, he 
was refused. Chamberlain issued a proclamation for the rifle clubs to 
disband. Knowing that the appearance of nonviolence was more im- 
portant than reality, Hampton complied. The result was a quiet elec- 
tion and a Democratic landslide. Although the electoral vote went to 
Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.) for president, everyone in South Carolina 
knew that made little difference. It was the state elections that 
counted, nothing else. 

At first Chamberlain naively expected the Hayes administration 
would not allow Hampton to take over. But when troops were with- 
drawn from Louisiana, he realized that their removal from South Car- 
olina was but a matter of time. Chamberlain left the state and took the 
New York bar exam. As time passed, Chamberlain did well for him- 
self as a Wall Street lawyer. He continued to speak out for civil rights 
for African Americans. 

Then during the 1880s Chamberlain began to change. Soon he was 
speaking out on the futility of basing government on the vote of the 
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ignorant black voters. He switched to the Democratic Party and then 
became an Independent. As he spoke out against “Negro Rule,” he 
lost many friends from his New England days, but heard again from 
old adversaries in South Carolina, who were impressed with his 
newly acquired “wisdom” on race. He was invited back to the Pal- 
metto State and settled in Virginia, where he passed his years bed- 
ridden except for a few trips to the Johns Hopkins Medical Center for 
his health. He died in 1907. 


CHAMPION’S HILL, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


CHANCELLORSVILLE, BATTLE OF. See CHANCEL- 
LORSVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


CHANCELLORSVILLE CAMPAIGN. After the disastrous Mud 
March of the Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.), the demoralized Union 
Army of the Potomac and its Confederate counterpart, the Army of 
Northern Virginia, settled down to endure winter, marked by plenty 
of cold, snow, and internecine snowball fights on each side of the 
Rappahannock River that frequently swelled to brigade-size con- 
flicts. The demoralized Yankees received a new commander, Maj. 
Gen. Joseph Hooker (q.v.), an officer with a reputation for taking the 
war to the enemy, hence his sobriquet “Fightin’ Joe.” Hooker proved 
to be as able an administrator as Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan 
(q.v.) had. He reorganized the army, getting rid of Maj. Gen. Ambrose 
E. Burnside’s (q.v.) unwieldy Grand Divisions of two corps each. 
Hooker reorganized the artillery into brigades attached to each in- 
fantry division, with a reserve of four brigades that could be sent to 
battle hot spots. He also reorganized his cavalry, from whom he ex- 
pected a lot in the upcoming campaign. He gave much needed fur- 
loughs to all ranks. Hooker was pleased with his results, bragging (as 
usual) that he commanded the “Finest Army on the Planet.” 

On the south side of the river, Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) main 
problem was feeding his army. As soon as it became apparent in early 
1863 that the Federals would not launch any more winter marches, he 
sent Lt. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.) and two divisions below Rich- 
mond to the Suffolk region (known as the Seige of Suffolk). This 
chance at independent leadership pleased Longstreet, who seemed to 
have an inflated notion of his abilities to command. These preten- 
sions would become more and more ingrained in his persona during 
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1863, leading to many controversies as to whether he measured up to 
expectations —his own and others. His attack against Union positions 
at Suffolk proved extraordinarily unimaginative and kept him out of 
the upcoming battles at Chancellorsville. 

While Lee concentrated on foraging and guarding various river 
crossings, Hooker developed his plan of attack. Essentially, he would 
do about the same thing that Burnside had done for his January 1863 
Mud March, except on a grander scale and in better weather. Hooker 
would march west up the Rappahannock and its tributary, the Rapi- 
dan, cross behind Lee, march through an areas of overlogged forest 
full of secondary growth known as the Wilderness, and meet on open 
ground to the south. He hoped to entice Lee to abandon his en- 
trenchments at Fredericksburg in late April 1863 and march south by 
launching Maj. Gen. George Stoneman’s Union cavalry in a raid on 
undefended Richmond, using all of his horse soldiers but one 
brigade. 

Right away Lee refused to do what Hooker expected him to do. Al- 
though the Federal cavalry was attempting to do in Stoneman’s raid 
what Confederate cavalry leader Maj. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.) was 
an expert at, for the first time in the war in the East, Lee essentially 
ignored him. Richmond would have to defend itself. He calmly 
waited at Fredericksburg for Hooker to make his main move, which 
occurred on 1 May, when Hooker’s troops began crossing behind 
Lee. So far things had gone well. Hooker was actually ahead of Lee’s 
response, and with a quick march, his men would be out of the 
Wilderness in open ground before Lee could stop him. Then Hooker 
lost his nerve. He ordered his army to stop in the middle of the 
Wilderness at a crossroads with a single, two-story house, called 
Chancellorsville. 

Since Hooker had left a strong force behind to watch Lee at Fred- 
ericksburg, the Confederates could not respond to Hooker’s march 
without doing the same. But since Hooker had stopped inside the for- 
est, and the Confederates had better cavalry reconnaissance 
(Hooker’s single brigade did little but sit around), Lee used the un- 
dergrowth to conceal his countermoves and hid the number of men 
he deployed. After all, one merely had to defend the main roads to 
foul up any of Hooker’s future moves. 

Lee immediately sent out a blocking force against Hooker’s main 
thrust and called in his chief subordinate, Lt. Gen. Thomas J. 
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“Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.), whose men had been guarding crossings 
downstream. By the afternoon of 1 May, Hooker was still hesitating 
to move away from Chancellorsville. Instead, he had set up an unen- 
trenched defensive line along the road heading west from Chancel- 
lorsville, with its flank wide open. Hooker was going to spend the 
night. Lee was off to the southeast, so there appeared no danger. 
Nothing but small bands of roving Confederate horsemen had been 
seen so far. 

That night, these cavalry units reported Hooker’s whole position 
and its vulnerable open flank to Lee. He and Jackson then thought up 
the most audacious plan Lee had employed so far. Outnumbered by 
two to one, Lee had already divided his army once. Now he proposed 
to divide it again, keeping a reinforced division at Fredericksburg, 
keeping two divisions himself in front of Hooker, and marching Jack- 
son and three divisions across Hooker’s front (concealed by the thick 
secondary growth), and strike the Federal right in full enfilade. 

Jackson set off on 2 May. The Wilderness proved not as much 
cover as he and Lee expected. Federals south of Chancellorsville re- 
ported his moves. Hooker was pleased. He thought Lee was retreat- 
ing on Richmond. His plan was working. Hooker ordered his army in 
pursuit. They struck the tail of Jackson’s column, severely battering 
his rear guard. But in reality, the farther south Hooker went now, the 
more he was stepping into Lee’s trap. 

By late in the afternoon, Jackson’s men were in position. They 
overlapped Hooker’s line by a full mile on each side. All warnings by 
the few alert Yankee units had been ignored. A few nervously turned 
to face west, just in case. The first warning that something was wrong 
was the flushing of small game through the Yankee position. Then 
came the Rebel yell, a bloodcurdling scream reminiscent of the one 
used by attacking Celts since time immemorial. Those Union units 
that stood to fight were overwhelmed in an instant. It was all over but 
the running. 

Dusk and a cavalry charge by the 8th Pennsylvania brought an end 
to the fighting. Union officers worked to stabilize the lines. Jackson 
and his staff rode forward between the lines to reconnoiter the new 
Union positions for a possible night attack. They turned to come back 
into the Confederate lines. The edgy soldiers saw horsemen. Another 
cavalry charge. They opened fire. Stonewall Jackson and his staff 
were riddled by bullets. Jackson would have his left arm amputated 
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and seem to be recovering. Then the dreaded pneumonia set in and he 
died a week after his greatest victory. 

But Jackson or no, Hooker was in deep trouble. Lee was threaten- 
ing to cut the Union army off from its river crossings. Placing Jack- 
son’s men under cavalry leader Stuart, Lee attacked again. Hooker, 
having been knocked senseless by a cannon shot that struck a pillar 
against which he had been leaning at the Chancellor House, ordered 
a retreat. Lee had two goals in mind: to cut Hooker off from crossing 
the river and to reunite his army, still widely separated. Some senior 
Union officers suspected that Lee was in more trouble than they, but 
Lee gave them little time to reconsider Hooker’s orders. He attacked 
at Hazel Grove, rejoining his forces in a single line, at a dreadful cost 
in killed and wounded. The Federals who had attacked Jackson’s rear 
the day before barely made it back to safety. 

Meanwhile, the Federal troops under Maj. Gen. John Sedgwick at 
Fredericksburg had crossed over and assaulted the Confederate lines 
at Marye’s Heights in the Second Battle of Fredericksburg (q.v.). It 
took four tries, but soon Rebel defenders were pulling back in nu- 
merous directions. The victorious Sedgwick started for Lee’s rear, 
trapping him between himself and Hooker. But Lee was not to be 
contained. He shifted his army eastward to meet this new threat, let- 
ting Hooker recross the Rappahannock untouched. On 4 May, Lee 
boxed in Sedgwick against the Rappahannock at the Battle of Salem 
Church. Both Sedgwick and Hooker considered themselves lucky to 
escape across the river that night. 

Casualties on both sides were heavy. Hooker lost 17,000, or 13 
percent of his 133,000. Fortunately for Lee, Hooker had failed to 
commit his whole force into the fray. Lee lost 13,000, or 22 percent 
of his 61,000 men available. He had put everyone in the fight and 
many units had been completely smashed in the heavy combat. Worst 
of all, he had lost the irreplaceable Jackson. Lee would never be able 
to replace him. But he would reorganize his remaining army into 
three corps, instead of two, in an effort to do so. Lee’s greatest vic- 
tory at Chancellorsville would inexorably lead to his worst defeat at 
Gettysburg in the Pennsylvania Campaign (q.v.), two months later. 


CHANDLER, ZACHARIAH (1813-1879). Born and educated in 
New Hampshire, Zach Chandler moved to Detroit in 1833, opened a 
general store, and graduated into trade, banking, and land specula- 
tion, becoming one of the richest men in Michigan. A Whig (q.v.) in 
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politics, he served in the Zachary Taylor (q.v.) campaign and was 
elected mayor of Detroit in 1851. He tried for governor the following 
year but was defeated. Angered by the slavery issue, he was one of 
the original organizers of the Republican Party (q.v.) in 1854 and a 
supplier of arms to the Free-Soil settlers in Kansas. In 1856, he at- 
tended the Republican convention that nominated John Charles Fré- 
mont (q.v.) for the presidency and became a member of the national 
committee. In 1857, he succeeded Lewis Cass (q.v.) as U.S. senator, 
a position he held until 1875. In the Senate, Chandler was considered 
a Radical Republican, although he was not on speaking terms with 
Charles Sumner (q.v.) of Massachusetts, among others, and was 
chairman of the committee on rivers and harbors, from which he dis- 
pensed much party aid in the form of “pork barrel” legislation and ap- 
pointments. 

At the outbreak of the Civil War, Chandler stood against secession 
and raised and equipped the 1st Michigan Volunteer Infantry Regi- 
ment. The war gave him a golden opportunity to make himself heard, 
as he was on the critical Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War 
(q.v.). He also supported the Republican domestic program, espe- 
cially the national banking system and the printing of greenbacks to 
finance the war. 

Chandler was bitterly anti-British and proposed a nonintercourse 
policy with them for their foot-dragging on the Alabama claims 
(q.v.), and suggested that the United States grant the same rights to 
any British enemy or colony that rebelled as Great Britain had given 
the defunct Confederacy. He was a die-hard Republican and chaired 
the party’s national congressional campaign committee from 1868 to 
1875. He was merciless in using political patronage to strengthen his 
own and the party’s political base and ran Michigan as his own per- 
sonal fiefdom. But the Democratic (q.v.) landslide of 1874 broke his 
power in the state, and he lost the following race to the Senate. He ac- 
cepted the position of secretary of the interior and partially cleaned 
up the corrupt and incompetent Indian agent system, until the Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.) administration fell from power in 1877. He was re- 
turned to the U.S. Senate in 1879 but died before he could make his 
influence felt again. 


CHARLESTON CONVENTION (1860). The Democratic Party (q.v.) 
met on 23 April 1860 to select a candidate and a party platform for 
the election of 1860 (q.v.). The choice of the site was an unfortunate 
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accident. It had been made four years earlier as a concession to 
Southern Democrats for agreeing to meet in Cincinnati in 1856. Now 
the bill was coming due. Charleston was the center of rabid Southern 
nationalism. This meant that the galleries would be filled by people 
who were close to secession in sentiment and they would cheer on the 
most anti-Northern speeches and floor actions. If the convention 
were to be stampeded by the gallery crowd, it would be pro-Southern 
in its effect. 

Charleston was very friendly to any Southern delegate. Gala par- 
ties, open doors to the best accommodations, and the kisses of cheer- 
ing women were all reserved for the delegates from the South. But 
the delegates from the North had a rougher time of it. They received 
the worst of accommodations and were snubbed socially. Tammany 
Hall, the New York City machine, had the right idea. They rented a 
coastal steamboat and brought all of their fun, women, booze, and 
such with them. It cost a fortune, but it proved worth it. 

As the convention met, delegates from all over the South were 
worried. They feared that a Republican (q.v.) victory would usher in 
an era of more Harpers Ferry raids (q.v.). Murder, rape, and pillage 
of their homes would be the result. If the Republicans won, they 
would have control of all federal offices in the South: postmasters, 
customs collectors, and judges. It was a cinch that the Republicans 
would not be choosing their representatives from among the estab- 
lished gentry. The Republicans would appoint nonslaveholding 
whites or send their own people down. 

The Southerners who were the most in favor of secession or inde- 
pendent action received the name “Fire-Eaters” (q.v.). They were al- 
ways pushing at the boundaries of decent debate. Many of these men 
saw a great opportunity in the creation of a new Southern nation, a 
place where they would have the ruling power. At a minimum, they 
saw the Democratic Party’s leading candidate, Senator Stephen A. 
Douglas (q.v.), as a liar. His program of popular sovereignty (q.v.) had 
been revealed by astute questioning by his opponent during the 1858 
election, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates, to 
be a cleverly constructed plan to exclude the proslave South from ex- 
ploiting the territories equally with the nonslaveholding North. Dou- 
glas had said as much in his Freeport Doctrine (q.v.). Southern honor 
required that a trickster like Douglas be defeated and an honest man 
run in his place. 
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Before the convention met formally, delegates from Alabama, 
Florida, Texas, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Georgia had 
agreed to stand for the whole convention endorsing the Alabama plat- 
form. This called for the open protection of slavery rights in the ter- 
ritories by active federal action. This was the Nonexclusion Doctrine 
(q.v.) that had been the majority opinion in the U.S. Supreme Court 
case Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.Vv.). 

Northern Democrats knew that anything like the Alabama plat- 
form would doom the party’s chances in the North. Republicans 
would call them “doughfaces,” Northern men who yielded to South- 
ern principles. But the Northerners had a weakness. Some of their 
number were politicos from big city machines, who would sell their 
votes to the highest bidder. Furthermore, many of the big eastern 
cities owed their prosperity to carrying cotton to New England and 
Old Britain cotton mills. The return to the South with finished goods 
made in Northern factories, protected by the tariff on goods pro- 
duced by the European competition, was also profitable. So while 
the Northern Democrats had the convention’s biggest bloc of votes, 
nothing was guaranteed. 

To appease all sides, the Douglas managers agreed to draw up the 
platform first. Usually, the candidate was selected then the platform 
passed. The platform committee, with heavy Southern representation, 
reported a modified Alabama platform. Northern delegates talked it 
down on the floor. The galleries booed. The Southern delegates 
stalled the vote for days, knowing that the floor vote, dominated by 
Yankees, would be against them. Many Northern spectators and even 
some delegates had to leave for home, their expenses exhausted. 

Finally, the vote came and the Alabama platform went down to de- 
feat. Instead, the floor voted to reuse the 1856 Cincinnati platform. 
This called for popular sovereignty, protection of all naturalized citi- 
zens to counter the anti-immigrant feeling of the American Party 
(q.v.), federal subsidies to a transcontinental railroad, the acquisition 
of Cuba, and the condemnation of personal liberty laws and enforce- 
ment of the fugitive clause of the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.) as 
called for in the U.S. Supreme Court case Ableman v. Booth (q.v.). 

Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas refused to 
vote on the platform issues, but they stayed on to get a shot at voting 
against Douglas’s presidential nomination. The audience cheered 
their stance. When Douglas’s managers criticized the Deep South 
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states for their nonparticipation, Leroy Pope Walker (later in the Con- 
federate cabinet) defended the South. In the North, he would have 
been shouted down by pro-Douglas galleries. Here, he was hailed on. 
Then, led by William L. Yancey, the author of the Alabama platform, 
Alabama’s delegation walked out of the hall. South Carolina, Florida, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas followed. Later, Georgia and 
Arkansas left, too. They all met in another hall and adopted the Al- 
abama platform. They waited patiently for Douglas to call them back 
and reach some sort of accommodation. 

But Douglas refused to give in. He knew that the Alabama plat- 
form would not even carry the border South, much less the North. 
Besides, Douglas had two-thirds of the remaining delegates (the 
number required for nomination in the Democratic Party then) and 
expected to receive the party’s nomination. But the border South was 
not sure of this being fair. They got the convention to adopt the Ten- 
nessee Proposition. No man could receive nomination without two- 
thirds of the original delegates. That meant Douglas needed 203, not 
the 169 he had. Douglas and his backers decided to adjourn for six 
weeks and meet again at Baltimore —far enough South to be fair, but 
far enough North to be effective in getting Douglas the nod. Mean- 
while, Douglas would let Yancey and his bolters stew until the Balti- 
more Convention (q.v.) met. 


CHASE, SALMON P. (1808-1873). Born in New Hampshire, where 
he received an excellent education in public schools and from a pri- 
vate tutor, Salmon P. Chase went to Ohio under the care of his uncle, 
the first bishop of the Episcopal church there. Completing his boy- 
hood education, Chase returned to New Hampshire to attend Dart- 
mouth College. Graduating in 1826, he taught school in Washington, 
D.C., until he passed the bar in 1829. He went back to Ohio to prac- 
tice and became one of Cincinnati’s best-known lawyers in short or- 
der. He lectured in the Lyceum and wrote a collection of the laws of 
Ohio, which greatly enhanced his reputation and became a standard 
course of study. Chase gained many lucrative fees representing vari- 
ous banks, but his fees grew so pricey that his business fell off. Mean- 
while, he married three women in succession, all of whom died early, 
and fathered six children, only two of whom lived to adulthood. 

About 1840, Chase became interested in the antislavery (q.v.) 
movement. He worked behind the scenes for the Liberty and later the 
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Free-Soil Parties (q.v.) in preparing speeches and platforms. Chase 
also gave much work to defending escaped slaves to keep them from 
being returned south, so much so that he was known as the “attorney 
general of fugitive slaves.” He maintained that while the Fugitive 
Slave Act of 1793 allowed recovery of runaways from the original 
thirteen states, the states west of the mountains were protected from 
such measures by the Land Ordinance of 1784 that preceded the U.S. 
Constitution itself. 

Working to manipulate the fragmented parties represented in the 
Ohio legislature, Chase managed to get himself elected to the US. 
Senate in 1849. He fought against the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.) and 
tended to act with the Democrats (q.v.) in organizing the Senate for 
business. But in reality he was not happy with either party. He became 
the leader of the opposition to the Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.) in 1854 
and in 1855 the “Anti-Nebraska” Convention in Ohio nominated him 
as a candidate for governor under the new Republican (q.v.) label, af- 
ter the Democrat-dominated state legislature refused to reelect Chase 
to the U.S. Senate. Winning the governorship, Chase was reelected 
governor in 1857, and his administrative abilities and stance in favor 
of black rights made him a power to be reckoned with in the Republi- 
can Party nationally. In 1860, as the nation threatened to break up over 
the slavery issue, Chase was returned to the Senate as a Republican. 

But Chase had bigger things in mind. He got bit by the presiden- 
tial bug in a big way. The rest of his life would see him jockey for the 
presidency, always unsuccessfully, and often embarrassingly. His 
greatest asset was the able assistance of his beautiful and knowl- 
edgeable daughter, Kate, whose tremendous personality and good 
looks often made up for her father’s shortcomings. He came up short 
for the nomination in 1860, but the winner, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), 
included him in his cabinet as secretary of the treasury, a position at 
which Chase was brilliant. He reorganized the almost bankrupt treas- 
ury, recommended new taxes, supported confiscation of Rebel prop- 
erty, borrowed money and maintained the national credit, created 
greenback currency (putting his face on the dollar bill so that every 
voter might have a miniature campaign poster for the 1864 presiden- 
tial race in his pocket), established the national banking system that 
had been the keystone to the Republican platform, and administered 
the department so well on a day-to-day basis as to be still considered 
one of the best secretaries the treasury has ever had. 
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On the other hand, Chase could not stop seeking the presidency, a 
process he hoped to abet by advancing a Radical Republican pro- 
gram. He backed Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler’s (q.v.) idea of de- 
claring runaway slaves “contraband” (q.v.), opposed colonization of 
ex-slaves abroad, supported the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.), 
advocated arming blacks as soldiers, criticized the army’s employ- 
ment of freed blacks in government plantations as reenslavement, 
and advocated land redistribution among the freed slaves. He was es- 
pecially miffed when President Lincoln tended to ignore his freely 
offered advice, the president preferring to rely on the more moderate 
tenets of Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.). He gave secret 
cabinet discussions to the Radical Republicans who considered Lin- 
coln to be a foot-dragger on the slavery issue and claimed that the 
president’s advisors were hopelessly under the hand of the allegedly 
scheming Seward. When Lincoln called Chase’s bluff in front of a 
congressional delegation (he had to deny that the cabinet was bicker- 
ing or reveal that he was a congressional mole), Chase resigned his 
office. Seward had already tendered his to give Lincoln a free hand 
with Congress, but Lincoln returned both documents and asked the 
two men to stay on for the good of the country. This began a charade 
of Chase regularly handing in his resignation during the next year 
only to see Lincoln refuse it. 

Finally in 1864, Chase stupidly backed the “Pomeroy Circular,” 
which claimed that Lincoln needed to be replaced with a better man 
(like Chase) to win the election later that year. The movement be- 
came known as the “Chase Boom” (q.v.). Once again Chase felt 
obliged to resign, but Lincoln kept the letter to see the secretary 
squirm. In July, over a minor patronage problem, Chase resigned 
once more, and this time, considering him no longer to be a possible 
opponent for the nomination, Lincoln accepted it. Chase was morti- 
fied. Lincoln then dangled the possibility of a Supreme Court (q.v.) 
seat before Chase, and, after an appropriate period of cat and mouse 
during which Chase begged for the job, Lincoln put him up for chief 
justice, replacing Roger B. Taney (q.v.). Many in Congress knew of 
Chase’s duplicitous character and were not pleased with the nomina- 
tion, but Lincoln insisted. 

As chief justice, Chase had his good and bad moments. He contin- 
ued to be active in his support of the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.), the 
granting of the franchise to blacks, and numerous freedmen’s benev- 
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olent societies. He stayed out of Congress’s dispute over the nature 
of Reconstruction with President Andrew Johnson (q.v.), although he 
drew up a preliminary draft for what would become the Fourteenth 
Amendment (q.v.). After the passage of the Military Reconstruction 
Acts (q.v.), Chase refused to ride circuit in Virginia and North Car- 
olina until they had been readmitted to the Union, fearing that to sit 
in militarily occupied areas would make the Court lose prestige and 
admit to the veracity of the Johnson government. He also refused to 
sit on the case of Jefferson Davis (q.v.). He declared his own green- 
backs as not good enough for legal tender and then saw a reconsti- 
tuted court reverse him. He dissented from the Court majority in key 
cases concerning Reconstruction, but he wrote the majority opinion 
in Texas v. White (q.v.), which decided that the nation was an inde- 
structible, perpetual Union of the states. He supervised the impeach- 
ment of Johnson and kept the hearing fair. And, of course, he had 
friends put his name up before the Republican convention in 1868, 
but lost out to Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). He also toyed with the possi- 
bility of running as a Democrat, but it was not well received. 

In 1870, Chase suffered a stroke that left him partially paralyzed 
on his right side and without speech. He refused to resign the bench 
and, although he missed one term, recovered enough to sit on the 
bench for two more terms and consider another presidential bid in 
1872 as a Liberal Republican (q.v.). Once again the vivacious Kate 
ran the campaign, trying to convince the skeptical delegates that the 
chief justice was up to the job. But a second stroke felled him on a 
campaign trip to New York City, where he died on 6 May 1873. 


CHASE BOOM. In 1864, many Radical Republicans, disillusioned by 
what they perceived to be a halting policy by the Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) administration to win the war and free the slaves, began to look 
for an alternate candidate to represent the Republican Party (q.v.) better 
in the fall presidential elections. The first to present himself to the party 
was Lincoln’s own secretary of the treasury, Salmon P. Chase (q.v.). A 
perennial candidate for the White House who had lost out to Lincoln in 
1860, Chase had placed his face on the one dollar National Bank note 
to put a campaign picture in every man’s pocket. Now he floated a drive 
for the 1864 nomination that came to be called the “Chase Boom.” 

In early February 1864 Chase began the boom by persuading fel- 
low Ohio Republican Senator John Sherman (brother of the general) 
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to issue the pamphlet “The Next Presidential Election.” It presented 
Lincoln as an incompetent. The pamphlet was so harsh and obviously 
untrue that it backfired. Sherman immediately revealed what had 
happened and denied prior knowledge of its contents. Chase did not 
flinch. He turned to Senator Samuel Pomeroy of Kansas, a Radical 
Republican, who presented the “Pomeroy Circular” to the public. 
This pamphlet rehashed all of the Radical complaints against Lincoln 
as noncommittal and hesitant and called for a more vigorous prose- 
cution of the war by a better man. That man was strongly hinted as 
being Chase. 

Chase ought to have known that the pamphlet route was a danger- 
ous one by now. Lincoln struck back through Postmaster General 
Montgomery Blair. A thorough hater of Chase, Blair accused the sec- 
retary of the treasury of accepting personal loans from powerful New 
York banker and financier Jay Cooke, who was the sole distributor of 
war bonds. Blair also accused Chase of favoritism and kickbacks in se- 
lecting treasury agents to purchase cotton from loyal Southern whites. 

The result was the refusal of the Ohio Republican Party to back 
Chase’s candidacy as a favorite son at the National Union Party con- 
vention (a combination of Republicans and War Democrats). Embar- 
rassed at last, Chase offered his resignation to Lincoln, another habit 
of his when things did not go his way. He told Lincoln falsely that 
Sherman and Pomeroy had used his name without his knowledge. 
Lincoln refused to accept the resignation. But the respite was short. 
Soon Lincoln and Chase had it out over the appointment to the New 
York Customs House, a traditional treasury bailiwick. Lincoln gave 
Chase a list of three. Chase did not like any, because they had been 
picked by Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.), a New Yorker. 
Lincoln told him to pick one. Chase refused and resigned. This time 
Lincoln accepted it. 

Chase was mortified that his usual ploy had backfired. Then the 
position of chief justice of the Supreme Court (q.v.) opened up with 
the death of Roger B. Taney of Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.) fame. 
Chase wanted the job badly. He was well qualified. Lincoln let him 
stew for some weeks, before appearing to give in. With this appoint- 
ment, Chase was brought back into the fold, after the election of 1864 
(q.v.) had ended with a Lincoln victory. 


CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAM- 
PAIGN. 
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CHATTANOOGA, BATTLES OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CHATTANOOGA, SIEGE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CHATTANOOGA CAMPAIGN. At New Year’s 1863, the two 
armies facing each other in central Tennessee after the conclusion of 
the Perryville Campaign (q.v.) with the Battle of Stones River were 
exhausted. The Confederate Army of Tennessee under Gen. Braxton 
Bragg (q.v.) had withdrawn south of the Duck River around Tulla- 
homa. President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) had sent Gen. Joseph John- 
ston (q.v.) to coordinate military activities in the West, but Johnston 
had little idea of what to do. He proposed that the Rebels be ready 
to give up ground for consolidation of their 80,000 men scattered 
about between Vicksburg and Tullahoma, but Davis saw that as po- 
litically untenable. Johnston was not helped any by the fact that all 
commanders reported directly to Davis and not through him. Gen. 
Bragg was embroiled with his officer corps, still arguing over their 
roles at Perryville and Stones River. When Davis asked Johnston to 
intervene, Johnston refused to get involved. He feared that Bragg 
would see any move he made as coveting command of the army for 
himself. And Johnston feared he might actually get command if he 
threw Bragg out. 

Fortunately for the Rebels, the Union Army of the Cumberland un- 
der Maj. Gen. William S. Rosecrans (q.v.) sat in Murfreesboro for the 
next 169 days, without a movement. Washington saw the inactivity of 
all of its forces as outrageous. President Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) 
chief of staff, Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.), offered a major 
generalship in the regular army (almost all Union Civil War ranks 
were in the volunteers and temporary) to any general officer who 
would bring him the first important victory. Rosecrans found that he 
was (much like Bragg on the other side) in charge of a “stepchild 
army,” receiving everything only after the forces in the East had been 
provided for. 

Rosecrans had many problems, not to mention that his army was 
shot to pieces at Stones River. He was 170 miles from his supply 
base at Louisville, the railroad was severely damaged and suscepti- 
ble to attack from Confederate cavalry raiders, and he lacked cavalry 
to compete with the famed Rebel horse soldiers of Nathan Bedford 
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Forrest (q.v.) and John Hunt Morgan. With Forrest and Morgan pres- 
ent, Union cavalry was outnumbered four to one. Even when Forrest 
and Morgan were absent, which was often given Confederate com- 
mand quarrels and glory-seeking raids, the Federal horsemen were 
outnumbered two to one. 

Rosecrans took to mounting infantry to make up the difference. 
The first brigade he put on horseback was commanded by Col. Abel 
D. Streight. When he tried to emulate his confederate counterparts in 
Streight’s raid, he and his command were promptly captured. Rose- 
crans had better luck with Col. John Wilder’s brigade. Called the 
Lightning Brigade, Wilder had his men throw in three months’ salary 
to purchase Spencer repeating rifles. Then he and his men rode to bat- 
tle and dismounted to fight. The Spencers allowed him to maintain 
the firepower of the 25 percent of his men detached to hold the horses 
while the others fought on foot. But in spite of Rosecrans’s inven- 
tiveness, a quarter of his army’s entire strength was used up just pro- 
tecting his supply line. 

By mid-June 1863, Rosecrans was ready to move. The Tulla- 
homa Campaign was a Civil War classic. Rosecrans faked against 
Bragg with his right flank and advanced through the Cumberland 
Mountains with his left, using Wilder’s men and their repeaters as 
shock troops to turn Bragg out of his prepared positions. Each time 
Bragg tried to stop and fight, he found Wilder’s men in his rear, ne- 
cessitating a retreat all the way to Chattanooga. Rosecrans’s moves 
were masterful—they were exactly what the theorist Baron An- 
toine Henri de Jomini (q.v.) called for in his book, lots of maneu- 
ver and little fighting (Rosecrans lost just under 600 men in 
the whole campaign, the Confederates about twice that). 
Unfortunately for Rosecrans, his brilliant campaign took place 
during the Gettysburg and Vicksburg (qq.v.) fights and was lost to 
history. 

Rosecrans’s next target was Chattanooga, the gateway to Atlanta 
and the Deep South. In reality, Chattanooga was a fortification that 
was a trap. Whoever held it could easily be outmaneuvered by any 
clever opponent who used its hills and parallel mountains to conceal 
his approach. There were over 100 crossings of the Tennessee River 
to watch, and Bragg did not have the strength to do it. Rosecrans did 
the exact opposite of Tullahoma. This time he faked left and moved 
right, driving deep into Alabama and threatening northern Georgia. 
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On 10 September, Wilder’s brigade entered Chattanooga without 
having to fire a shot. Jomini would have been pleased. Lincoln sure 
was. 

But now Rosecrans’s cleverness was about to catch up with him. 
His army was split into three main columns, each hidden from the 
others as well as the Confederates by the parallel mountain ridges 
that make up this foot of the Appalachians. The Confederates still 
suffered from internecine command quarrels. They lacked good in- 
telligence, as the Rebel cavalry in the West was better at raids than 
information gathering. But after Gettysburg and Vicksburg, the 
Union forces stagnated, permitting the Confederates to rush detach- 
ments to reinforce Bragg, without the information getting to Rose- 
crans. Most important was the removal of most of Lt. Gen. James 
Longstreet’s (q.v.) corps from Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of 
Northern Virginia. Longstreet and his men took the rails through the 
Carolinas to Atlanta and rode north to reach Bragg in mid-September. 

As reinforcements rolled in, Bragg made three attempts to corner 
a section of Rosecrans’s army in little valleys or hollows, called 
“coves” in northern Alabama. Rosecrans’s men managed to avoid 
these traps, but Rosecrans came to fear the dispersed nature of his ad- 
vance and called his army together along the banks of Chickamauga 
Creek. Bragg hoped to crush the left of Rosecrans’s north-south line, 
driving him away from Chattanooga and trapping him against the 
mountains. On 19 September, the Confederates attacked. But Rose- 
crans managed to send a corps under Maj. Gen. George H. Thomas 
to the left to counter Bragg’s move and hold open the door to Chat- 
tanooga. 

The next day proved to be a disaster for Rosecrans. Longstreet’s 
men arrived, literally jumping from the rail cars into the fray. As 
Rosecrans adjusted his line toward Chattanooga, his staff mistakenly 
ordered one division to advance north to line up next to another. 
Rosecrans had assumed that the two units were side by side and 
merely needed to adjust slightly to close the line. But in reality there 
was a third unit in between them. The men on the field suspected 
something was awry, but Rosecrans had angrily criticized the officer 
of the moving unit some time before for not carrying out orders with 
sufficient alacrity. He moved quickly now, despite the fact that the 
shift north opened an enormous gap in the Union line. And as luck 
would have it, right through that hole came Longstreet’s whole corps. 
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It was all over but the running. Everyone ran, Rosecrans being car- 
ried on ignominiously with the others. They did not stop until they 
had reached Chattanooga. But suddenly the pursuing Confederates 
struck a unit that did not yield. It was Thomas on the far left. He and 
his men held Snodgrass Hill in a horseshoe-like formation. Rein- 
forced by a reserve unit, Thomas managed to blunt the Confederate 
attack until the rest of the army could retreat off the field. Then he 
followed them after dark. 

Although Thomas had saved the day, he was unwittingly helped 
out when Longstreet concentrated on him instead of sending men to 
close off the gap through which the Yankees were fleeing. Moreover, 
Bragg had become so accustomed to losing, he could not believe he 
had won. But the victory had not come on the northern flank of the 
armies as he had planned. So he ignored it, also wasting men as- 
saulting Thomas. It took a day for Bragg to realize he had won. The 
next day he canceled any pursuit because he believed that Rosecrans 
would have to abandon Chattanooga. Then it took another day before 
he realized that Rosecrans, regardless of suffering 16,000 casualties, 
was going to hold the town. 

So Bragg settled down to the prolonged siege of Chattanooga. Be- 
sides, he had a more important game in mind. He wanted to settle ac- 
counts with his generals once again. The Confederate loss of 17,000, 
just under a third of his force, the worst loss to numbers engaged of 
any Confederate army in the war, would ultimately be in vain, be- 
cause Rosecrans still possessed the objective of the whole campaign: 
Chattanooga. 

While Bragg readied himself to purge his officer corps, Rosecrans 
had to feed his horses and men trapped in the city. The Rebel encir- 
clement was at first very incomplete, but it was effective. The Tennessee 
River was unnavigable from low water. The railroad had been smashed 
for months and was under Confederate fire. A wagon road parallel to the 
tracks was also under fire. But there was a route open north of the 
fortress that ran over Walden’s Ridge and the Cumberland Plateau to 
Nashville. Rosecrans put his whole force on two-thirds rations, with lo- 
cal commanders able to reduce this to half rations on their own volition. 
Everything went well until Confederate cavalry hit Walden’s Mountain 
and wiped out an 800-wagon supply train on 2 October. 

Meanwhile, back in Washington, Rosecrans was undercutting him- 
self through his political views, which he stupidly put in writing. It 
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seemed innocuous enough. Rosecrans came out in favor of forgive- 
ness to reconstruct Tennessee in time for the 1864 election. It 
sounded a lot like Lincoln. But Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stan- 
ton (q.v.) and others disliked this military interference with politics. 
It sounded to them a lot like what Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan 
(q.v.) had done during the 1862 Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). An- 
other Democrat (q.v.) spouting off to compromise Republican (q.v.) 
rule. But Rosecrans was quite popular in Ohio, and the Republicans 
needed this to defeat Clement L. Vallandigham for governor. So Stan- 
ton swallowed his objections until Rosecrans had helped win the 
election for John Brough, the Union candidate. 

To get more information to use against Rosecrans, Stanton sent his 
assistant secretary of war, Charles Dana, to Chattanooga to spy on 
headquarters there. Then Stanton met Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.) in Ohio to talk over combining his army with Rosecrans’s to 
raise the siege of Chattanooga. Although Lincoln still had faith in 
Rosecrans, he agreed that Stanton could send in Grant with two or- 
ders, one relieving Rosecrans and one keeping him. Given Grant’s 
dislike of Rosecrans it was not hard to figure out which order he used. 
Rosecrans left on 19 October, replaced by Thomas. 

On the other side of the lines, the Confederate command situation 
was falling apart. Bragg got to be so petulant that President Davis had 
to come in from Richmond to straighten things out. Davis decided to 
keep Bragg on regardless. He doubted Longstreet’s ability in separate 
command, and he hated Joseph Johnston and Gen. P. G. T. Beaure- 
gard (q.v.), the other possibilities. So Davis permitted Bragg to purge 
the high command by reorganizing his army and shipping those he 
disliked to other areas. Often, the troops went with their officers, so 
Bragg was weakening the siege at the same time that Grant was 
strengthening it with the arrival of Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman 
(q.v.) and his army from Memphis and two corps under Maj. Gen. 
Joseph Hooker (q.v.) from the East. 

As Bragg was doing his best to lose the siege, Grant did his best to 
relieve it from his side. In doing so, Grant used a plan first thought 
up by the now-departed and discredited Rosecrans. He attacked to the 
west of Chattanooga at Brown’s Ferry and Wauhatchie (26-27 Octo- 
ber) and opened a road up to the railhead at Bridgeport, Alabama. 
Troops called this outlet to provision the “Cracker Line.” Bragg, ab- 
sorbed by his command struggles, did not even deign to notice. 
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Next, Grant needed room in front of Chattanooga to maneuver. He 
sent in Thomas’s Army of the Cumberland, whose fighting abilities 
it was no secret he suspected since Chickamauga, on 23 November. 
Thomas’s men took the objective with little trouble. Bragg now ex- 
pected an attack to his right at Tunnel Hill, part of the long Mis- 
sionary Ridge that faced Chattanooga. But Grant surprised him and 
attacked Lookout Mountain on Bragg’s left flank. Towering above 
the clouds, Lookout Mountain looked formidable, but that was not 
so. Its sides were so steep that insufficient rifle fire and no artillery 
fire could be brought to bear on an attacker. The “Battle above the 
Clouds” took place on 24 November, everyone uncertain as to its 
outcome until a parting of the mists revealed the Union flag flying 
at its summit. 

Now Grant hit Tunnel Hill (25 November) with Sherman’s force, 
still doubting the combat abilities of Thomas’s Army of the Cumber- 
land. Sherman was checked all day. An attempt to hit the Rebels from 
Lookout Mountain also failed as a deep creek without fords or un- 
wrecked bridges temporarily blocked the way. 

Grant was getting desperate. He asked Thomas to make a spoil- 
ing attack to draw Rebels off of Sherman. Thomas sent his men in 
to take the first rifle pits at the foot of Missionary Ridge, the Battle 
of Orchard Knob. By now, the Army of the Cumberland had had it 
with Grant’s condescending attitude toward them. They took the 
first line of Confederate defense and just kept right on going with- 
out orders. They went right over the crest, sending Bragg and his 
men scurrying for Georgia at a run. The Rebel army was saved 
when Maj. Gen. Patrick Cleburne and his men, the same who had 
held up Sherman at Tunnel Hill, drove back the Yankee pursuit at 
Ringgold Gap (27 November). Each side had lost about 5,000 to 
6,000 men. The Confederates had seen about 2,000 to 4,000 of their 
men taken prisoner. 

Bragg finally realized that he was finished. He resigned as com- 
mander of the Confederate Army of Tennessee on 28 November. The 
Chattanooga Campaign had settled several things. It was the real turn- 
ing point of the war, and the end of Confederate aspirations. Hereafter, 
the Rebels fought for survival more than for independence. It revealed 
Thomas and Sherman to be worthy subordinates to Grant. It paved the 
way for Grant to become lieutenant general. And it finally proved 
Bragg, the officer who came out of the War with Mexico with the best 
reputation of anyone, to be one of the worst the Civil War produced. 
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But he still came out ahead— President Davis called him to Richmond 
as his personal military advisor. 


CHICAGO CONVENTION (1860). In May 1860, the Republican 
Party (q.v.) met in its second national political convention. The Dem- 
ocrats (q.v.) had just broken up their Charleston Convention (q.v.) 
without nominating a candidate. Although the Republicans did not 
yet know what was about to happen to the Democrats, that they 
would nominate two separate candidates at the Baltimore Convention 
(q.v.) and the Richmond Convention (q.v.), they did know that they 
had a good chance to win the presidency by taking a minority of the 
popular vote and the majority of the electoral vote. The election of 
1856 (q.v.) had already demonstrated that possibility. By keeping the 
ninety-five electoral votes they obtained in 1856, they only needed to 
add fifty-seven more to win. 

The Republicans had two courses they could follow in getting 
those critical fifty-seven votes. They could go for the border states 
(fifty-nine votes), but this was compromised by their antislavery 
(q.v.) stance. Or the party could go for Ohio (twenty-three), Pennsyl- 
vania (twenty-seven), and either Indiana (eleven) or Illinois (thir- 
teen). This latter strategy determined who would be nominated. 

The Republicans held their convention in Chicago. The convention 
hall was a special 180-by-100-foot building constructed for the con- 
vention, called the Wigwam. It held 10,600 spaces in its winding gal- 
leries on three sides of the hall for spectators. Its floor sloped so that 
all those on the floor could see the dais. Since the site was in Illinois, 
the galleries were packed with supporters of a local man, Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.). Every time a supporter of another candidate got up to 
answer the call of nature, a Lincoln man took his place. 

The Republican front-runners were William H. Seward (q.v.) of 
New York and Salmon P. Chase (q.v.) of Ohio. Both men were U.S. 
senators. Seward was part of the old Whig (q.v.) machine in upper 
New York, headed by newspaperman Thurlow Weed. Seward ran by 
talking radically against slavery at home and operating conserva- 
tively in the Senate. But he was well-known and had a lot of baggage 
to carry. Worst of all, his man had just barely won the New York gov- 
ernor’s race by 615 votes. It made him look weak. Chase had his 
problems, too. He had an overinflated idea of his importance to 
America. It made him overbearing, transparently ambitious, and 
smug. Although he had a spot in the Ohio delegation, his home dis- 
trict had elected anti-Chase delegates. He, too, looked weak. 
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What the Republicans needed was someone reliable who was mod- 
erate on every issue of the day. There were several men who might fit 
the bill. Edward Bates of Missouri was an old-line Whig. But he was 
too old and a latecomer to the party. He might not be reliable enough. 
Nathaniel Banks of Massachusetts was an ex-Democrat but he was 
too anti-immigrant and might alienate too many new citizens. Simon 
Cameron of Pennsylvania was an ex-Democrat from a necessary state 
but corruption was his middle name. He thought that favors could 
win any election. 

Actually, from hindsight, it is easy to see why Lincoln won. Not 
only was he from a key state, but he was exactly the kind of man the 
party needed. He was homey and relatively honest. He stood in the 
correct spot on all of the issues. He also had a team of excellent man- 
agers: Norman Judd and David Davis. Judd isolated Seward’s and 
Chase’s delegates so they could influence few undecided men. He 
also saw to it that Lincoln men were in the galleries and gave free 
transport to any who would come and cheer for Illinois. Davis was 
the deal maker. He promised appointments to everyone who would 
abandon another candidate for Lincoln. Some of these deals left a bit- 
ter taste, but Lincoln would honor them all. 

On the third ballot, Davis got New Jersey to switch to Lincoln. 
Cameron got on the bandwagon for promised appointments for him- 
self and his cronies. Ohio abandoned Chase and gave Lincoln the last 
four votes he needed. The vice presidential candidate was Hannibal 
Hamlin of Maine, to balance Lincoln as a Westerner. The Republican 
platform was a masterpiece of economic promises to every special in- 
terest in the North. Only one small section referred to slavery not be- 
ing allowed in the territories. The proof in the deal making and the 
platform would come in the election of 1860 (q.v.). 


CHICKAMAUGA, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CHICKASAW BLUFFS, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAM- 
PAIGN. 


CHIRIQUI. See COLONIZATION OF AFRICAN AMERICANS 
OVERSEAS. 


CITRONELLE, SURRENDER AT. After the surrender of the Con- 
federate armies led by Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) (9 April 1965) at the 
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end of the Appomattox Campaign (q.v.), and Gen. Joseph E. Johnston 
(q.v.) (26 April) at the end of the Carolinas Campaign (q.v.), the only 
other major Rebel troops west of the Mississippi River were in the 
Old Southwest, commanded by Lt. Gen. Richard Taylor. In commu- 
nication with Union Maj. Gen. E. R. S. Canby (q.v.) since 19 April, 
Taylor hoped to gain some political advantages (recognition of exist- 
ing state governments and amnesty for civil officials) for the former 
Confederacy, as had Johnston in his negotiations with Maj. Gen. 
William T. Sherman (q.v.). By 21 April, Canby informed Taylor that 
such considerations had been unceremoniously rejected by Secretary 
of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.). Johnston then had surrendered on 
the same terms as Lee. 

On 4 May, after some delay contemplating what the full loss of po- 
litical rights meant for white Southerners, Taylor met Canby at Cit- 
ronelle, Alabama, some forty miles north and west from Mobile. 
Canby offered Taylor the same terms as those given Lee. Public prop- 
erty was to be turned in to local Union provost marshals, parole given 
at the same time, with officers to keep their horses and sidearms. Fur- 
ther, Canby agreed to allow Taylor’s men to utilize public transporta- 
tion and draw Federal rations for their trips home. At least 40,000 
men came in under Taylor’s surrender terms. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1866. Drawn up by the Joint Committee of 
Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.), the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 na- 
tionalized citizenship for the first time in American history (it had 
been a prerogative of the individual states before the Civil War) by 
defining a citizen as anyone born or naturalized in the United States. 
All citizens received certain rights, among which were right to jury 
trial, to sue and be sued, to give evidence, to be on juries, and to re- 
ceive full protection of the laws. No one could be denied these rights 
without due process of the law (a court proceeding), and the federal 
courts were to have sole jurisdiction in these cases. This measure was 
a part of Moderate Republican Reconstruction (q.v.) and had to be 
passed over President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) veto. His refusal to in- 
clude this measure voluntarily as a part of Reconstruction caused 
Congress to put part of this measure in the first section of the Four- 
teenth Amendment (q.v.), to guarantee its availability to future gen- 
erations protected from ordinary repeal and to overcome the possi- 
bility that the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) might find it contrary to the 
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ruling in the 1857 case Dred Scott v. Sanford (q.v.), which declared 
blacks, free or slave, not to be American citizens. This was the first 
major piece of legislation enacted by Congress over a presidential 
veto in US. history. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1870. See ENFORCEMENT ACT, FIRST. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACTS OF 1871. See ENFORCEMENT ACT, SEC- 
OND. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1875. A lifelong project of Massachusetts 
Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.), the Civil Rights Act of 1875 was the 
congressional answer to the U.S. Supreme Court’s (q.v.) curtailing 
of the wider implications of the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.). It was 
essentially the United States’ first public accommodations law and 
guaranteed citizens of every race the “full and equal” enjoyment and 
use of inns, public conveyances, theaters, and other places of public 
amusement. It also had a section that race was not to be a factor in 
excluding persons from service on grand (indictment) and petit 
(trial) juries. But to the disappointment of many, it left out any men- 
tion of equal schools, cemeteries, and church attendance. These 
were politically inexpedient measures so far as Congress was con- 
cerned, North and South being filled with voters prejudiced against 
African Americans in the more personal areas of American life. In- 
deed, if the Civil Rights Act of 1875 had not been presented as a me- 
morial to Senator Sumner, who had just died, it might not have been 
enacted at all. Northerners and Southerners thought the demands of 
the bill to be an invasion of individual personal prerogatives. But it 
went a long way in correcting what blacks and their white allies saw 
as the shortcomings presented in the restrictions on the Fourteenth 
Amendment in the Slaughterhouse Cases (q.v.). The Supreme Court 
gutted the public accommodations sections in the 1883 Civil Rights 
Cases (q.v.), although it upheld the jury section in Strauder v. West 
Virginia (q.V.). 


CIVIL RIGHTS CASES (1883). In the Civil Rights Cases (1883), the 
Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled that the Fourteenth Amendment did not in 
any way imbue Congress with the power to interfere in the domain of 
state legislation. The amendment instead provided a relief to people 
adversely affected by certain state legislation. This ruling attacked 
the equal accommodations section of the Civil Rights Act of 1875 
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(q.V.) as not operating on a specific state action but instead affecting 
the desires of private individuals. This was not the purpose of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, said the Court, although it had earlier (1880) 
upheld the parts of the Civil Rights Act of 1875 pertaining to the right 
of blacks to serve on juries (Strauder v. West Virginia and Virginia v. 
Rives [qq.v.]), which the Court saw as a valid exercise of the amend- 
ment. But the Court stated that it believed that at some point black 
Americans had to cease being objects of special treatment under the 
law and be dealt with the same as any other citizen. 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION. See CIVIL SERVICE REFORM. 


CIVIL SERVICE REFORM. Along with the tariff, civil service re- 
form was a hot issue during the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration 
and after. Ever since the days of Andrew Jackson (1830s), the so- 
called spoils system had been in operation as regarded government 
jobs on all levels. Jackson had theorized that anyone could work for 
the government—it took no special skills to push a pencil and file 
papers —and that for the sake of democracy the principle of “rotation 
in office” ought to be practiced. This meant that incoming adminis- 
trations fired all prior appointees for their own people. 

There had been many criticisms of the winner-take-all approach to 
government jobs. The problem got so bad that each election caused a 
hiatus in government services as the incoming appointees took over 
and learned the jobs. Different succeeding presidents of the same 
party cleaned out their predecessors’ appointees, regardless of party 
loyalty, putting it all on a very personal basis. Critics suggested that 
government jobs were more technical than Jackson had reckoned, 
and that skills were needed to function in them efficiently. Besides, 
jobs went to party contributors or were bought by competitive bid- 
ding that led to much corruption. Civil service became an imperative 
for honest government, although cynics would deem honest govern- 
ment an oxymoron. 

The first improvement was to put forth merit examinations rather 
than party affiliation. This system had been introduced in various Eu- 
ropean countries to great effect, and American intellectuals wanted a 
similar improvement here. After all, the role of government was in- 
creasing and becoming more important year by year. The number of 
government slots had nearly tripled from the beginning of Abraham 
Lincoln’s (q.v.) administration in 1861 to the end of Grant’s in 1877. 
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Grant seemed to agree with this assessment. At first, he appointed 
people only to offices that had become vacant through death or res- 
ignation. But Grant’s appointees were usually old army buddies or 
relatives from his wife’s family, the Dents, whose numbers appeared 
legion to neutral observers. And Congress did not like this approach. 
How were they to pay off all those dedicated campaign workers and 
monetary contributors? Congress found especially offensive the fact 
that Grant’s father, Jesse, came to Washington and sought to control 
patronage on behalf of his many friends. Indeed, if a civil service 
exam were instituted, wags suggested its only questions would be: 
“Were you a contributor to any of President Grant’s three homes” (he 
had one in Galena, Philadelphia, and Washington—he had gotten rid 
of the one in New York City); and “Are you a member of the Dent 
family or otherwise connected by blood or marriage to General 
Grant?” 

Grant indicated that he would be open to a deal on civil service ap- 
pointments—a fairly astute move for a man considered to be too apo- 
litical as president. If Congress would modify the Tenure of Office 
Act (q.v.), he would consult with congressmen in local appointments. 
So Congress allowed him the right to remove executive officials 
more freely without resort to the advice and consent provision unless 
it found the change to be especially offensive. And Grant wound up 
approving as many a 150 appointments a day to local machine posi- 
tions in consultation with the appropriate congressmen, much to 
everyone’s glee on Capitol Hill. But certain Republican (q.v.) re- 
formers (who would later bolt the party as Liberal Republicans [q.v.] 
in 1872) wanted more. They introduced a civil service reform bill 
into the Senate, where it languished, bottled up in committee by the 
spoilsmen. 

But Grant ignored the old pols in the Senate and went ahead and es- 
tablished an independent Civil Service Commission under an execu- 
tive order. It was headed by George W. Curtis of Harper’s Weekly, an 
influential national illustrated newsmagazine, and Joseph Medill of 
the Chicago Tribune, the Midwest’s most important newspaper. Both 
men were active reformers who had trumpeted the civil service issue 
before the American public. Grant figured that if they wanted to see 
something done they ought to do it themselves. The report of the Civil 
Service Commission arrived in the White House in December 1871. 
It recommended that federal jobs be classified and each class divided 


CLAYTON, POWELL (1833-1914) @ 127 


into two grades. All positions should be filled by competitive exam. 
Promotions would also be made by a competency test. No political as- 
sessments would be levied (a common practice) against any appointee 
by any political group. Grant announced that the commission’s report 
seemed fair to him. The problem was that most positions of impor- 
tance still had political input and came under the advice and consent 
of the Senate. Although Grant offered to continue the commission’s 
mandate, both Curtis and Medill realized that he would do little ac- 
tively to encourage change. Neither Congress nor the public was suf- 
ficiently aroused, which postponed the matter until the assassination 
of James A. Garfield in 1881 changed everyone’s perceptions. 


CLAYTON, POWELL (1833-1914). Carpetbag (q.v.) governor of 
Arkansas, Powell Clayton was from a Pennsylvania family that had 
come over with William Penn. He studied engineering and went to 
Kansas in 1855. He was not a fighter in the antislavery wars that 
plagued that territory. He went to Leavenworth because he disliked 
the Free-Soilers at Lawrence. He was elected as city engineer as a 
Democrat (q.v.) (his family had been noted Whigs [q.v.]). But al- 
though Clayton was not an abolitionist, he was an unequivocal 
Unionist. When the Civil War came, he raised a company and went 
off to fight as a captain of infantry. After the short three months’ en- 
listment, he raised a cavalry regiment and rode off to free Arkansas 
from the Rebels. He rose in rank to brevet brigadier general when he 
made a name for himself defending Pine Bluff from a Confederate at- 
tack in 1863. 

After the war Clayton settled down in Pine Bluff to plant cotton. 
He married an Arkansas girl, apparently with the blessing of her 
Rebel parents. As President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) squared off 
against Congress, Clayton found himself growing disillusioned with 
the Democratic Party and declined an opportunity to run for Congress 
on the Democratic ticket. But he was worried by the growing raids of 
nightriders and the threats against all Yankees. After the passage of 
the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), Clayton decided that he had 
to stand for the Union once again and joined with local black and 
white Republicans (q.v.). He quickly rose to the top of the state’s 
party infrastructure and would dominate it until his death. 

Elected governor in 1868, Clayton spoke in favor of transporta- 
tion projects, especially railroads, public schools, creation of a loyal 
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militia, and encouraging emigration from outside the state. Clayton 
could not fathom the fear of Negro-dominated government in 
Arkansas as but a quarter of the population was black. But Ku Klux 
Klan (q.v.) attacks on Republicans continued, many of them racially 
inspired. Unlike other Reconstruction governors, Clayton did not 
hesitate a moment. He proclaimed martial law and called out the 
“black and tan” (q.v.) militia and pacified the whole state in a series 
of military campaigns reminiscent of those he fought successfully 
during the war, using agents and spies who joined the local klaverns 
and tipped off the militia as to the Ku Klux Klan’s next moves. Clay- 
ton marked his men with red scarves and hat bands, and the arrests 
of Ku Klux Klan members paid off in numerous convictions and 
hangings that gave the governor a national reputation. He revived 
the state’s credit rating, made the atmosphere congenial for railroad 
and logging investors, and kept public schools active. Meanwhile, a 
hunting accident caused him to lose his left hand—after he had 
emerged from four years of war unscratched. 

His real opposition came from fellow Republicans, not Demo- 
crats. The anti-Clayton Republicans were led by Lieutenant Gover- 
nor James M. Johnson, and like him most were Scalawags (q.v.). 
They claimed that Clayton’s administration was filled with bad man- 
agement, and they began talks with the Democrats on a possible fu- 
sion policy. When Clayton left the state on a New York trip to fund 
the state debt, Johnson started a rumor that he had absconded with 
the state treasury. Johnson also decided to come into Little Rock 
from his Ozark home and take over the government. Only a warning 
from friends and a fast steamboat got Clayton back in time to avert 
disaster. 

Then Clayton went on a political offensive of his own. He chal- 
lenged Johnson in court to prove that he was entitled to the lieutenant 
governorship, claiming a technicality disqualified him. Clayton also 
offered an olive branch of his own to the Democrats. The legislature 
tried to impeach Clayton but could find no reason to file charges. In 
a complicated set of negotiations, Clayton agreed to drop his charges 
against Johnson, who would resign the lieutenant governorship if 
Clayton would make him secretary of state. The legislature would 
elect Clayton to the U.S. Senate and the governorship would go to the 
state senate president, one of Clayton’s carpetbag friends. In Wash- 
ington, Clayton found himself at home with Maine Senator James G. 
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Blaine, who had an interest in Arkansas railroads that would eventu- 
ally cost him the presidency in 1884. 

With Clayton in Washington, the state Republican Party divided 
up. Both sides assembled armed men to back their points of view. 
President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), thoroughly sick of these petty 
squabbles from the South, decided to accept Clayton’s opponents as 
the legal government. By now the Republican Party was so divided 
that it lost the general election to the Democratic candidate, Augus- 
tus H. Garland. With the Republicans split and the Democrats in 
power, Garland’s supporters decided to cut a deal with Clayton to di- 
vide up offices between them to keep blacks from gaining control in 
the counties they dominated along the Arkansas and Mississippi 
Rivers. Clayton agreed. This made him the Republican boss to be 
reckoned with for years to come. 

When he finished his term in the Senate, Clayton returned to 
Arkansas, where he dabbled in railroads and real estate, making a 
small fortune. In 1897, he went to Mexico as President William 
McKinley’s ambassador. Clayton retired to Washington, D.C., in 
1905, and wrote his own account of the turbulent times of Arkansas’s 
Reconstruction. He died in 1914,a few days after he finished the 
manuscript, which was published the following year. 


COLD HARBOR, FIRST BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAM- 
PAIGN. 


COLD HARBOR, SECOND BATTLE OF. See RICHMOND CAM- 
PAIGN. 


COLFAX, SCHUYLER (1823-1885). Vice president of the United 
States during the first Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration, 
Schuyler Colfax was born in New York City. His father died when 
Schuyler was a boy and his mother’s new husband took the family to 
Indiana in 1836. His stepfather was a local politician who appointed 
Colfax to the position of deputy auditor at South Bend, a position he 
held for eight years. He was also a newspaper correspondent, pub- 
lisher, and read law on the side. Like his stepfather, Colfax was a 
Whig (q.v.). He took an early interest in politics, campaigned for 
Henry Clay in 1844, and attended the national Whig conventions in 
1848 and 1852. He also was a delegate to the Indiana constitutional 
convention in 1850 and unsuccessfully ran for Congress in 1851. He 
joined the new Republican Party (q.v.) in 1854 and helped organize 


130 © COLFAX RACE RIOT (1874) 


it in Indiana, winning a seat in the U.S. House in 1855. He served 
continuously until 1869, being elected Speaker in 1863. He was a 
proponent of free soil in Kansas and organized the first transconti- 
nental mail service as chairman of the committee on post offices and 
roads. He was strongly urged as postmaster general under Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.), but the president turned him down for Edward Bates 
of Missouri. Upon the death of his first wife in 1863, Colfax married 
a niece of the powerful Republican leader Senator Benjamin Wade 
(q.v.), a wise political move. 

As Speaker of the House, Colfax was an advocate of “advanced” 
positions on the Negro, such as emancipation, military service, and the 
vote, which made him the perfect Radical Republican counterbalance 
to the moderation of Ulysses S. Grant in 1868. Grant then dumped 
him from the administration in the election of 1872 (q.v.), when Col- 
fax flirted too long with the Liberal Republicans (q.v.). But Colfax 
would not have lasted anyhow as he became involved with the Crédit 
Mobilier (q.v.) scandal. It turned out as Speaker he had accepted 
twenty shares of stock, uncounted “dividends,” and a campaign con- 
tribution of $4,000 from a contractor who supplied envelopes to gov- 
ernment offices. Colfax maintained his innocence until the end, but 
his story was not convincing even to friends. After his forced retire- 
ment he spent much of his time as a paid lecturer and as a member of 
the Odd Fellows lodge. He died suddenly while on a trip to Minnesota 
in 1885. His body was returned to South Bend for burial. 


COLFAX RACE RIOT (1874). In Louisiana in 1874, the Republicans 
(q.v.) were in deep trouble in the outlying parishes (counties). As in 
New Orleans, on the state level, dual Democrat-Liberal Republican 
(Fusion) and Stalwart Republican governments existed. But the 
weight of force lay with the Fusionists. When Republicans took over 
the Grant Parish courthouse in central Louisiana and called in local 
blacks to help them defend it, 400 or 500 armed men responded. Ru- 
mors of black rebellion brought in armed whites from miles around. 
The Fusion forces gathered outside and surrounded the courthouse. 
The black occupants and their Scalawag and carpetbag (qq.v.) allies 
refused a call to surrender. The whites assaulted the breastworks 
around the courthouse, breached the line, and brought up a canon to 
shell the building. Mistakenly thinking that the Republican forces 
had surrendered, the whites moved forward to meet a new fusillade. 
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Then everyone went berserk. The attackers set fire to the courthouse, 
and as the occupants fled a massacre ensued. Victims were chased 
into the surrounding countryside. Surrendering men were shot down. 
Forty blacks who had been taken were led out that night and sum- 
marily executed. Over a hundred people died, making it the bloodi- 
est of Reconstruction race riots. Federal troops arrived after the fact 
to restore order. Federal courts indicted seventy-two men, but on ad- 
vice of the U.S. attorney general, tried only nine, of whom William 
Cruikshank and two others were convicted. They appealed their con- 
victions to the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) as United States v. Cruik- 
shank et al. (q.v.). 


COLLAMER DELEGATION. See ELECTION OF 1862. 


COLONIZATION OF AFRICAN AMERICANS OVERSEAS. 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) was an advocate of Henry Clay’s political 
and economic policies all of his life. On colonization he advanced 
Clay’s notion that there was “moral fitness in the idea of returning to 
Africa her children, whose ancestors have been torn from her by the 
ruthless hand of fraud and violence.” After his inauguration, Lincoln 
looked into colonization as a way to handle the large numbers of 
blacks who had fled to Union lines for protection from their masters. 
Congress endorsed the president’s suggestions on 16 April 1862, 
when it passed a law to end slavery in the District of Columbia. Part 
of the measure called for $100,000 to be appropriated to remove such 
manumitted slaves to Liberia or Haiti, or anywhere they wished to go 
and would be well received. Each immigrant was to receive not more 
than $100. Later, on 16 July, an additional $500,000 was appropriated 
to extend the project further. Both equal rights advocates, such as 
Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.) of Massachusetts, and most blacks 
protested the plan as unfair. But the president mentioned the plan to 
border state white political leaders as a possible solution to the com- 
pensated end of slavery he was recommending to them. Lincoln also 
tried to interest a delegation of freed blacks in the concept to no avail. 

Nonetheless, Lincoln instructed Secretary of State William H. Se- 
ward (q.v.) to look into which nations in the Caribbean or Latin 
America (either independent republics or colonies of European pow- 
ers) might be used. Most of Central America and South America be- 
yond New Grenada (present-day Colombia) and Ecuador rejected the 
idea. But several Caribbean islands (Danish, Dutch, and British), 
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Haiti, and Liberia expressed interest. By this time, however, even 
Lincoln realized that there could be no forced deportation of African 
Americans. So he tried to get volunteers to go and show how it would 
work and interest others. Two colonies were examined, one at 
Chiriqui on the Isthmus of Panama and another at L’Ile a Vache off 
the coast of Haiti. The Panamanian effort fell because of disputes 
over the land titles between New Grenada and Costa Rica. Besides, 
no one wanted to go when a prior examination proved that alleged 
coal fields were of doubtful value. But it also masked an American 
attempt to stake out a claim to the isthmus for a future canal. 

The L’Ile 4 Vache project went a lot further. An entrepreneur, 
Bernard Kock, described the island as 100 square miles of tropical 
paradise. Sugar, cotton, coffee, and indigo were possible crops. Tim- 
ber was plentiful. At $50 a head, Kock agreed to take 5,000 Ameri- 
can Negroes to the place and set them up in their own independent 
homeland. Kock promised to establish comfortable homes, garden 
lots, and churches and schools and guarantee employment for four 
years. Then Lincoln heard that Kock was in receipt of fugitive blacks 
from the American South and had contracted with other entrepre- 
neurs to transport them to L’Ie a Vache at a hoped for profit of 600 
percent for nine months’ work. Lincoln canceled all government con- 
tracts with Kock immediately. But another group of capitalists se- 
cured a governmental contract to transport up to 500 volunteers from 
contrabands at Fortress Monroe. The project was plagued by disease 
from the day the ships sailed. The colonists found that the island was 
a virtual wilderness, and the Haitian government was hostile to their 
arrival. More disease put an end to the expedition. In 1864, Lincoln 
sent another vessel to remove all of the colonists who wished to re- 
turn home. On 2 July of that year, Congress repealed its appropria- 
tions for all colonization efforts. 

But that did not end the project, at least according to Benjamin 
Butler (q.v.), although historians generally dismiss Butler’s undocu- 
mented assertions as suspect. He reported years later that Lincoln still 
wanted to advance a colony in 1865, shortly before his assassination. 
This time the place of interest was San Domingo. But Butler looked 
into the project at the president’s behest and found that all of the 
available U.S. shipping that could be safely used could not transport 
African Americans fast enough to beat their own birth rate. James H. 
Lane suggested that blacks be colonized on land west of the Colorado 
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River in Texas, but it received a lot of hostility in the former Con- 
federate state and Congress. It really did not matter. After blacks had 
fought in the Civil War for their own freedom, it became morally and 
politically impossible to propose that they leave the country of their 
birth. And forceful repatriation was out of the question. So the colo- 
nization of American slaves to a colony overseas went on the back 
burner for a while, only to be resurrected later when the Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) administration tried to buy San Domingo from its own 
corrupt dictator. Senator Sumner made the destruction of this scheme 
a priority during his last years in the Senate. 


COLUMBIA, BURNING OF. See CAROLINAS CAMPAIGN. 


COMMAND OF THE ARMY ACT. As section 2 of the Army Appro- 
priations Act of 1867, the Command of the Army Act provided that 
the headquarters of the general-in-chief be fixed at Washington, D.C., 
and that the general, Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), could not be 
suspended, removed, or reassigned to duty elsewhere, unless he re- 
quested it, without the express concurrence of the U.S. Senate. All or- 
ders to the army in the field from the president or the secretary of war 
had to go through the general-in-chief to be valid. To obey any order 
not so routed could lead to imprisonment from two to twenty years. 
The notion was to fix Grant in the office (he was leaning toward the 
Radical Republican view at that time and believed Congress to be the 
supreme branch of the government and voice of the people) and pre- 
vent President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) from interfering with Radical 
or Military Reconstruction (he had tried to send Grant away to Max- 
imilian in Mexico [q.v.] on a diplomatic mission months earlier). The 
law was never tested because Grant and Johnson never came to open 
disagreement over any of the president’s requests. Another section of 
the same measure disbanded all existing militia organizations in the 
Southern states to prevent armed interference with Reconstruction. 


COMMAND SYSTEM, CONFEDERATE WARTIME. The South- 
er government’s military command system was relatively simple 
because there were few modern developments. As under the U.S. 
Constitution, the Confederate Constitution rested all ultimate power 
in the president as commander in chief. He was assisted by two civil- 
ian officials, the secretary of war and secretary of the navy. Stephen 
Mallory of Florida was the only head of the Navy Department the 
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South ever had, serving in both the provisional and permanent gov- 
ernments. But the South had five secretaries of the army, Leroy P. 
Walker (appointed to give Alabama a spot in the original cabinet, and 
not up to the job), Judah P. Benjamin (q.v.) (Davis’s troubleshooter, 
who was not a military man, and was sacrificed to public opinion for 
military adversities in 1862), George Washington Randolph (an ex- 
cellent choice who quarreled with Davis every step of the way), 
James Seddon (also capable, but sacrificed to public opinion for mil- 
itary adversities in 1864), and John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) (the last 
one, appointed in consultation with Gen. Robert E. Lee [q.v.]). This 
reflected less on the secretaries than on the interference of President 
Jefferson Davis (q.v.) in military minutiae of all kinds. 

In 1862, Davis decided that he might need personal military advice 
as he directed the war. He created the position of commanding gen- 
eral under the president and placed Gen. Robert E. Lee in it. Lee fur- 
nished technical advice when Davis asked for it. At this time, Lee had 
lost western Virginia and the South Carolina Sea Islands to the Yan- 
kees and did not look too able. It is really an open argument just how 
much influence Lee had outside of Virginia during the war. He did 
not insert himself actively into Davis’s realm unless asked. He soon 
left this position to take command of the Army of Northern Virginia 
in June 1862. 

From the summer of 1862 to February 1864, Davis handled mili- 
tary matters himself. He formulated strategy, interfering only to make 
defensive strategy more defensive. He did attempt to modify and 
modernize command in the field in the western theater, when he 
placed Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.) in charge of the armies covering 
Chattanooga (under Gen. Braxton Bragg [q.v.]) and Vicksburg (under 
Gen. John C. Pemberton [q.v.]). The western theater was so far from 
Richmond and so large that to have an army group commander was 
a good idea. But Johnston was not up to the job. He refused to con- 
trol unless he was on the field and superceded the army commander. 
He did not understand how to direct something he could not see. He 
was a nineteenth-century man in a twentieth-century job. The same 
exact problem cursed Gen. Edmund Kirby Smith (q.v.) in the Trans- 
Mississippi theater at Shreveport. 

In 1864, Davis had to save his friend Bragg, so he brought him east 
as military advisor—the same position Lee had had—probably as 
much an act of defiance to his critics as anything. Bragg was actually 
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pretty good at strategy, but he understood Davis and kept quiet unless 
asked for advice. He was soon shuffled off to the North Carolina 
coast, leaving Davis alone again. 

By the last year of the war, the Confederate Congress, irritated by 
Davis’s military policies, insisted the Confederacy have a real 
general-in-chief, independent from the president. They also hinted 
strongly that Lee was the man for the job. But Lee was too busy de- 
fending Richmond against Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s siege at Pe- 
tersburg (qq.v) to do much. He did envision a joint campaign against 
Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s Carolinas Campaign (qq.v), but by 
1865, it proved too late to save the South militarily. 


COMMAND SYSTEM, UNION WARTIME. The Northern com- 
mand system started out much the same as the Confederate. President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) was commander in chief under the U.S. Con- 
stitution, assisted by two civilian deputies, the secretary of war (Si- 
mon Cameron, a corrupt political appointee; then Edwin McM. Stan- 
ton [q.v.], a capable tyrant) and the secretary of the navy (Gideon 
Welles). But he also started right off with a general-in-chief, Bvt. Lt. 
Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.), who was assisted by a general staff com- 
posed of the heads of various military bureaus. 

Unlike Davis, who was his own military expert, Lincoln was only 
too aware of his military shortcomings. So he turned to Scott for ad- 
vice on strategy. Scott suggested strangling the South through a 
blockade, called the Anaconda Plan (q.v.), but Lincoln rejected it as 
a do nothing plan. He had to have action immediately. Republicans 
had already lost elections in several Northern states by sitting still. 

Because of his age and health, and the demands of the North for 
action, Scott resigned in November 1861. He was replaced by Maj. 
Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.), who had cleared western Virginia 
of Confederates. McClellan crassly maneuvered Scott out of office, 
saying he could do it all. Lincoln gave him a try as general-in-chief. 
As with Scott, McClellan thought only in one direction. He devel- 
oped a plan whereby he would use the Union navy and float down the 
coast to take Richmond from the sea. Then he would do the same to 
every other Southern state until they all surrendered. 

McClellan overlooked the fact that everything depended on one 
army, the South could concentrate to oppose it, McClellan had no staff 
to implement it, and the North at this stage of the game could not 
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provide the logistical support to carry it out. What Lincoln wanted was 
what military men nowadays call a cordon offense, in which several 
armies attack at once and break through at the enemy’s weakest point. 
But that violated the principle of concentration that Civil War generals 
adored above all. So when McClellan finally took the field, Lincoln re- 
moved him as general-in-chief and let him concentrate on his own army. 

For the next half year Lincoln served as his own general-in-chief. He 
believed that he could do as well as his generals had done so far. Dur- 
ing this time he tried to corner Confederate Maj. Gen. Thomas J. 
“Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) in the Shenandoah Valley with three separate 
armies directed from Washington, concentrated all troops in the north- 
ern neck of Virginia under Maj. Gen. John Pope (q.v.), and even exper- 
imented with observation balloons and signal fires. Lincoln never ran a 
one-man show like Davis. He relied on the army bureau heads in Wash- 
ington for advice. He banded them together as the Army Board, under 
the leadership of Brig, Gen. Ethan A. Hitchcock. But Lincoln had trou- 
ble conveying his ideas to military men in a language they could un- 
derstand. He also tended to minimize distances to travel, logistical sup- 
port needed, and exaggerated the strategic possibilities of given 
situations. Above all, he asked lousy generals to do too much—win. 

Lincoln knew that he lacked the skill to run the military side of the 
war alone. But he wanted to keep as much control over Union policy 
as possible, especially now in 1862 as Congress was entering the pic- 
ture with its Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War. In July Lin- 
coln transferred Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) from the western 
theater to Washington to act as general-in-chief. Theoretically, Hal- 
leck was the perfect man for the job. He had written on strategy and 
tactics, most of it stolen from the French theorist Baron Antoine 
Henri de Jomini (q.v.), and he had a fine reputation winning in the 
West, although Lincoln did not yet realize that it was Halleck’s sub- 
ordinates who had done all the winning. At first Halleck did his job. 
But during the Second Manassas Campaign (q.v.), he had a complete 
physical and mental collapse from the strain. He just could not han- 
dle responsibility, especially when all the glory went to the field com- 
mander and all the criticism went to the general-in-chief. 

But Halleck could give advice and loved to do it. He could suggest 
courses of action, provided someone else chose what to do. In effect, 
he was what Lincoln needed, a military man who understood com- 
mon English and could translate Lincoln to his generals and the gen- 


COMMITTEE OF FIFTEEN @ 137 


erals back to Lincoln. So the president kept him on as an advisor and 
Lincoln was general-in-chief, again. And the generals were mostly 
unimaginative incompetents. But at least he understood them, now. 

In 1864, Lincoln seemed to have found his general at last in 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). Congress agreed and created the permanent 
rank of lieutenant general (Scott had been an honorary brevet lieu- 
tenant general), and Lincoln put Grant in the slot as general-in-chief. 
The work of winning the war was divided between Grant, Halleck, 
and Lincoln. Grant was general-in-chief, Halleck became chief of 
staff, and Lincoln was commander in chief under the Constitution. 

Grant was in charge of coordinating all the Union armies in the 
field. He planned strategy. He was supposed to stay in Washington, 
but Grant disliked the politics and backstabbers. So he accompanied 
the Army of the Potomac in the field against Confederate Gen. 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.) and communicated by telegraph. 

Halleck got a brand new job and title. He ran the army, transmitted 
Grant’s orders and desires to the other armies, and collected and ed- 
ited communication from the seventeen commanders in the field for 
Grant’s perusal. Halleck excelled at this task and Lincoln and Grant 
worked well together because Halleck did his job so well. 

Lincoln, meanwhile, handled the political tasks of the presidency. 
He did not give Grant a totally free hand. He interfered twice to force 
Grant to act against his own desires. One was when he forced Grant 
to stop Early’s Washington raid (q.v.). The other was when he ordered 
Grant to keep Maj. Gen. George Thomas on at Nashville, after Grant 
wanted to fire him. Both interferences were warranted. 

Usually, Grant worked out broad military policies and submitted 
them to Lincoln for approval. When Lincoln gave him the go-ahead, 
Grant worked out the details and submitted them to Halleck to carry 
out. Grant also used the cordon offensive that Lincoln had wanted 
from the beginning, an attack all along the line, everywhere. “Those 
not skinning can hold a leg,” as Lincoln put it. 

The new command arrangement was instrumental in gaining a 
Union victory in the last year of the war. It combined civilian and 
military in a smooth system that probably rivaled the Prussian Gen- 
eral Staff in Europe at that time. 


COMMITTEE OF FIFTEEN. See JOINT COMMITTEE OF FIF- 
TEEN ON RECONSTRUCTION. 
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COMMITTEE OF SEVENTY. See TWEED RING. 


COMMITTEE OF THIRTEEN. See CRITTENDEN COMMITTEE 
OF THIRTEEN. 


COMMITTEE OF THIRTY-THREE. See CORWIN COMMITTEE 
OF THIRTY-THREE. 


COMMITTEE ON THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR. See JOINT 
COMMITTEE ON THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR. 


COMPENSATED EMANCIPATION. Throughout the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, many Americans, North and South, advocated 
getting rid of the institution of slavery by paying off the slave own- 
ers to allow emancipation. But the movement’s chance of success 
was already lost even before the radical abolitionists (q.v.) appeared 
on the American political scene, even though new compensation 
schemes appeared right up to the end of the Civil War. Very often 
these compensation schemes included colonization (q.v.) of African 
Americans back to Africa or in some tropical clime in the Western 
Hemisphere, but not always. 

The first public suggestions for compensated emancipation oc- 
curred shortly after the American Revolution. Thomas Pownall, An- 
thony Benezet, and Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts would emanci- 
pate slaves gradually as monies became available from the sales of 
western lands. Ten years later, another Massachusetts representative, 
George Thatcher, in response to a petition of free blacks from 
Philadelphia to end the Fugitive Slave Law and the Atlantic slave 
trade, asked that Congress investigate methods to finance the end of 
all slavery in the United States. 

By the end of the War of 1812, the idea of compensated emanci- 
pation had become linked with the notion of sending liberated slaves 
back to Africa. This was the heyday of the American Colonization 
Society (q.v.), backed by men such as Henry Clay and former presi- 
dents Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and James Monroe. All 
feared the difficulties of absorbing freed blacks into white society 
and government, and saw transportation overseas as a logical (albeit 
racist) solution. When the Missouri Controversy came to a head in 
1820, Henry Meigs of New York submitted a proposal that argued it 
was a good time to get rid of slavery all together using monies from 
the sale of public lands, by setting aside 500 million acres especially 
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earmarked for the ending of slavery. When a master decided to free 
his bond servants, he would receive a government script that entitled 
him or his heirs to a land grant from the selected territory. Not only 
would slavery end, but the settlement of the West would be stimu- 
lated thereby. Neither of his proposals received any real considera- 
tion. Henry Clay introduced compensated emancipation as a part of 
his American System (q.v.) of financing economic growth. To over- 
come Southern opposition, he emphasized that his was not an aboli- 
tion program but a government effort to allow individual slave own- 
ers a choice of emancipation, if they so desired. Clay would finance 
his program through the proceeds from public land sales, once again. 

In December 1862, in his annual message to Congress, President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) proposed that Congress pay for slaves in 
U.S. bonds to the slaveholder of any state that would free its slaves 
by 1 January 1900. He also asked that no slave freed by any 
wartime action be reenslaved at any time. He greatly feared that 
military actions and his Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) were un- 
constitutional without a constitutional amendment and that African 
Americans freed under its provisions could be reenslaved after the 
war. Finally, Lincoln asked that any blacks freed by any plan be col- 
onized out of the United States, preferably to Latin America. Lin- 
coln’s true plan for eradicating slavery failed when, in a close vote, 
Congress failed to pay Missouri $15 million for freeing its slaves 
through state action. 

No matter how reasonable these compensation plans seem today, 
at the time they were envisioned wholly as revolutionary as uncom- 
pensated abolition. It was not until the bloodbath of the Civil War and 
Lincoln’s backing of the Emancipation Proclamation and the Thir- 
teenth Amendment (q.v) that they were seen as the conservative ap- 
proach they truly were. Lincoln, with the backing of many abolition- 
ists, offered to pay for the slaves of the loyal border states during the 
war several times, only to be rebuffed. 

After Lincoln vainly attempted to reunify the nation through ne- 
gotiation at the Hampton Roads Peace Conference (q.v.), he returned 
to Washington. Although Lincoln thought some blacks were worthy 
of citizenship and the vote—the intelligent and those who had served 
in the Union army —he asked his whole cabinet once more to agree 
to propose that Congress appropriate $400 million to pay owners for 
freeing their slaves if the South rejoined the Union by 1 July 1865. 
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The cabinet was horrified and refused. “You are all opposed to me,” 
Lincoln said. He withdrew the proposal. 

It was not until 1865 and the passage of the Thirteenth Amendment 
that Southerners were willing to consider compensation for their 
slave property. Many slave owners held their slaves until 1866, hop- 
ing in vain that Congress might vote some form of compensation. But 
by then it was too late. 


COMPROMISE OF 1850. Because of the potency of the slavery issue 
in the western territories, which emanated from the introduction of the 
antislavery Wilmot Proviso (q.v.), which was countered by the 
proslavery Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.), both of which were compro- 
mised by the idea of squatter sovereignty (q.v.) (letting the residents 
of the territory decide), the United States was near Civil War by 1849. 

The new U.S. president was Zachary Taylor (q.v.), a slaveholding 
member of the Whig Party (q.v.) and hero of the War with Mexico. 
But Taylor was not much of a party member—he had never voted— 
and his views on the key issue of slavery in the territories were un- 
known. But Taylor was going to have to take a stand. In 1849, gold 
was discovered in California. Seemingly overnight 100,000 people 
arrived in the state. California not only wanted to be a territory, but it 
had sufficient population to skip the territorial stage of government 
and ask to be admitted outright as a state. 

And that was Taylor’s solution to the problem of slavery in the ter- 
ritories. Make all of the territories taken from Mexico states, elimi- 
nating the territorial stage of government and the question of slavery 
in the territories. Everyone agreed that a state constitutional conven- 
tion could decide the question of slavery in the to-be-admitted state. 
But to admit California as a state would upset the fifty-fifty balance 
between North and South in the U.S. Senate. Besides, who was the 
president to dictate to Congress? Taylor was begging the question, 
the most important issue facing the country. 

Actually, Taylor’s solution was far too simplistic. There were 
many problems facing the nation by 1850. There was statehood for 
California; the problem of slavery in the rest of the Mexican Cession; 
the question of who was going to pay for the Republic of Texas debt 
after it had been admitted to the Union, causing the War with Mexico 
and Texas’s claim to Santa Fe and the Rio Grande; the problem of 
slavery and the slave trade in the District of Columbia, especially 
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odious to Northern congressmen of all political hues; and Southern 
desires for a strongly worded and strictly enforced Fugitive Slave 
Law, returning escaped slaves to their rightful owners and negating 
personal liberty laws in Northern states that interfered with slave 
catchers. 

But Taylor was not to be diverted. Egged on by New York’s anti- 
slavery, Whig U.S. senator William H. Seward (q.v.), Taylor said 
that California must be admitted as a Free State first before any- 
thing else was done. He would veto all other measures. John C. 
Calhoun spoke for Southern hard-liners, pledging no compro- 
mise—there must be slavery allowed in all territories until state- 
hood. Henry Clay, the Great Compromiser of the 1820s and 1830s, 
introduced the Omnibus Bill, rolling all five problems into one 
massive piece of legislation. 

Clay’s measure would admit California as a Free State; set up 
territorial governments in Utah and New Mexico under the exist- 
ing laws of Mexico (no slavery); provide for the United States to 
assume the Texas Republic debt and Texas to give up all land 
claims along the Rio Grand north of El Paso; eliminate the slave 
trade (the most despised part of slavery) from the District of Co- 
lumbia; and pass a strict fugitive act, negating personal liberty 
laws and paying federal commissioners who ruled on an African 
American’s status twice their case amount if they ruled for slavery. 
But it could not get enough votes to pass. There were enough con- 
gressmen and senators against each section to destroy any hope of 
a legislative majority. 

Then two men died: President Taylor from gastroenteritis and Cal- 
houn of old age. Two new men stepped on the stage to take control 
of the Omnibus Bill. Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) of Illinois re- 
alized that each section had a congressional majority so long as it was 
not combined with the others. He broke the Omnibus Bill into its five 
parts, changing only the section on New Mexico and Utah to make 
no mention of slavery in their initial organization. And the new pres- 
ident, Millard Fillmore, after indicating he would sign anything Con- 
gress could agree to, signed it all into law. 

In response, the Southern states called a unified convention at 
Nashville. They agreed to the Georgia platform, that is, to support the 
Union if the North obeyed each and every part of the Compromise of 
1850, including the fugitive act. Combined with the failure of the 


142 © COMPROMISE OF 1877 


prosecession Southern movement, the Compromise of 1850, at best, 
postponed the Civil War for ten years. 


COMPROMISE OF 1877. See ELECTION OF 1876 AND COM- 
PROMISE OF 1877. 


CONFEDERATE BRIGADIERS. With the exception of Texas, which 
was late in implementing Andrew Johnson’s Reconstruction (q.Vv.) 
plans, the Southern states elected new “reconstructed” governments 
in the fall of 1865. Part of this process was to elect congressmen and 
senators. If they were seated in the upcoming session of Congress, it 
would signify that the Reconstruction process initiated by the execu- 
tive branch was recognized as valid by the legislative branch of the 
federal government. When Northerners saw the names of the men 
elected to represent the South, they professed shock. They were 
pretty much the same men who had led it out of the Union four years 
before and sustained the Confederacy through the war: the vice pres- 
ident of the Confederacy, ten generals, five colonels, six cabinet offi- 
cers, and fifty-eight congressmen, none of whom was able to take the 
oath without a special pardon. Up North, they received the disparag- 
ing nickname “Confederate Brigadiers.” 

But they were not red-hot secessionists as contemporary newspa- 
pers and later historians assumed. Of eighty new senators and con- 
gressmen, only seven had been supporters of secession in 1860 and 
1861. Seventy had opposed secession until the election of Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.) as president and forty-four had remained opposed un- 
til their states had voted to leave the Union. But most had supported 
the Confederacy after its creation, either as military men or civil 
functionaries. However, five had been peace candidates during their 
elections, on platforms that came close to treason to the Confederacy. 
Fifteen others were openly and consistently Union men throughout 
the war. Another sixteen were openly neutral to the war effort. Of the 
eleven state governors, only three had been secessionists and four 
more would ultimately become Republicans (q.v.) during Radical Re- 
construction (q.V.). 

These men were willing to admit to the loss of the war, the end of 
slavery, the supremacy of the federal government, and a temporarily 
diminished political role for the South nationally, but none of them, 
even the most devout Unionists, was willing to concede equal civil 
rights, much less the vote, to African Americans. This, more than 
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their antecedents, in the eyes of the Republicans in Congress, made 
them poor choices for reconstructing the South, as their support for 
the Black Codes (q.v.) demonstrated. 


CONFEDERATE CONSTITUTION. See CONSTITUTION, CON- 
FEDERATE. 


CONFEDERATE ELECTION OF 1861. See ELECTION OF 1861, 
CONFEDERATE. 


CONFEDERATE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT. See CONSTI- 
TUTION, CONFEDERATE. 


CONFEDERATE SEA RAIDERS. The Confederacy tried to overcome 
the effectiveness of the Union naval blockade of its seaports by build- 
ing warships overseas in Great Britain. Under policy, it was permissi- 
ble for Confederate agents to build new and purchase existing vessels, 
providing they were sold for commercial purposes and armed else- 
where. The Rebels played this loophole for all it was worth. The Con- 
federates wanted a specific kind of ship—one that was fast, oceango- 
ing, and able to carry the guns necessary for commerce destroying. The 
strategic idea was to hit Northern merchantmen so hard that the U.S. 
Navy would have to weaken the blockade to guard sea-lanes. The idea 
worked after a fashion, but the North just took the losses and high in- 
surance rates as a cost of war and maintained the blockade. 

The man in charge of Confederate ship acquisition in Great Britain 
was Commodore James E. Bulloch, another example of a lower-level 
diplomatic agent who was of superior caliber. He had served in the 
U.S. Navy until his resignation in 1854 to manage a commercial mail 
service. Bulloch would place contracts with British shipyards using 
fictitious names and registry. Then the ship would be taken out for a 
trial cruise and never return. On the high seas, the crew, guns, and 
provisions would be added from a mother ship. The most famous 
ships obtained in this matter were the CSS Shenandoah, CSS 
Florida, and CSS Alabama. In the case of the latter, Bulloch pur- 
chased the hulk of ship 290, which he named the Erica, until it was 
outfitted as the warship CSS Alabama on a trial run. 

Union minister to the Court of St. James, Charles Francis Adams, 
was an able competitor for Bulloch. British law said that if anyone 
could prove the neutrality law was being intentionally circumvented, 
the ships would be seized before they sailed. Adams set out to do just 
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that. But Bulloch often moved fast and surreptitiously, and Adams 
could not stop every case. In 1863, Bulloch contracted with the Laird 
shipyard to have two ironclad rams built. He hoped to use them to 
break the blockade. U.S. naval officers took a look at the rams being 
built, found them to be technological wonders for their time, and told 
Adams that he had to stop them at all costs. 

Unfortunately, the evidence Adams collected on the rams and their 
true Owners was circumstantial at best. Bulloch had covered his 
tracks well. Adams finally told the British government that if the 
Laird rams escaped for their trial runs the United States would con- 
sider it a declaration of war. But the British by this time had had sec- 
ond thoughts at the precedent they were setting for a future conflict, 
with the Americans playing the role of shipbuilder and spoiler. The 
British navy seized the rams and kept a close watch on other suspi- 
cious ship projects, severely limiting Bulloch’s effectiveness. 

Meanwhile, the Confederates managed to buy an ironclad ram 
from the French, which they renamed the CSS Stonewall. But before 
it could do any damage the war had ended. The captain sold the ves- 
sel to pay his crew’s wages. (Most oceangoing sailors were paid as 
foreign mercenaries, rather than Confederate seamen, like their offi- 
cers). The CSS Shenandoah took the Confederate flag around the 
world in her rampage against Federal shipping. Lt. James Waddell 
took twenty-four vessels in an assault against the New England whal- 
ing fleet in the Bering Sea alone. But it was June 1865. Waddell was 
planning an assault on San Francisco Bay to hold the city ransom, 
when he learned from a captured captain that the war was over. He 
had a newspaper to prove it. The Shenandoah sailed all the way to 
Britain, avoiding every ship at sea, where it surrendered to the British 
on 6 November. 

The CSS Alabama had a voyage as fantastic and even more prof- 
itable than the Shenandoah. It took sixty-four ships worth $6 million. 
Finally, so filled was his ship with captured enemy crews, Capt. 
Raphael Semmes put into port. This gave the Yankees some idea where 
to look. Much in need of repairs for his ship, Semmes headed for Cher- 
bourg, France. He was trapped inside the harbor by the steam frigate 
USS Kearsarge, under Capt. John Winslow. Semmes decided to give 
battle and sailed out, only to be sunk on 19 June 1864. After the war, 
the British settled the Alabama claims (q.v.), paying massive damages 
to erase any precedent and ill feelings their wartime conduct still had. 
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CONFEDERATE SECRET SERVICE. See SECRET SERVICE, 
CONFEDERATE; LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF AND KID- 
NAP PLOT AGAINST; SULTANA, SINKING OF THE. 


CONFISCATION ACT OF 1861. In response to Confederate measures 
that confiscated all debts due Northerners (21 May 1861) and alien 
property (30 August 1861), the U.S. Congress began its own confis- 
cation program. The first Confiscation Act, passed on 6 August 1861, 
condemned all property used to further the rebellion against the 
United States. It was limited in scope and had to take place through a 
court proceeding. The U.S. attorney general could initiate proceedings 
or a private citizen could file information that, if found true, would en- 
title the informer to half of the condemned property’s proceeds. Maj. 
Gen. Benjamin Butler (q.v.) said that he used the ideas expressed in 
this act even before its promulgation to confiscate fugitive slaves 
coming into his lines at Fortress Monroe, Virginia, in 1861, declaring 
them to be contraband of war and leading to blacks being called “con- 
trabands” (q.v.) during the rest of the war, as a matter of course. 


CONFISCATION ACT OF 1862. As the war lengthened and North- 
ern battlefield losses grew, clamor for a harsher policy of confisca- 
tion of Rebel property arose. The 1861 law was cumbersome in its in- 
sistence on court proceedings and gave benefit of doubt to the alleged 
Rebels. The Second Confiscation Act of 17 July 1862 (expanded in 
1864) was designed to be truly punitive in nature, and involved the 
outright seizure of all property of those who aided the rebellion. The 
law caused much debate about its harshness and whether it recog- 
nized the Southerners as belligerents, especially from border slave 
state Democrats. Indeed, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) once con- 
sidered vetoing the measure, but in the end he signed it. As passed, 
the Second Confiscation Act permitted the immediate seizure of all 
property of anyone who was an officer of the Confederacy (civil, mil- 
itary, and naval) for the offender’s lifetime. All others in any part of 
the United States or occupied territory would be given sixty days to 
change their allegiance by taking an oath of loyalty to the Union gov- 
ernment. After that time their property could be taken if they could be 
declared as Rebels in a court proceeding. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECONSTRUCTION. During the Civil War 
and Reconstruction eras, Congress put forth three proposals to reunite 
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the nation. The first was the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.) of 1864, in re- 
sponse to President Abraham Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan (qq.v.). The 
Wade-Davis Bill proposed that Congress have a voice in Reconstruc- 
tion and questioned whether Lincoln’s plan really represented a dem- 
ocratic proposal as it relied on only a small group of the registered vot- 
ers in 1860 to get it started. Congress preferred a majority and to 
restrict initial voting to those who had never rendered support to se- 
cession or the Confederacy. By refusing to seat the representatives and 
senators from Lincoln’s Southern governments, Congress had parried 
the president’s attempt to reconstruct the South through his war pow- 
ers. Lincoln’s death left Reconstruction in limbo by 1865, necessitat- 
ing a new look by executive and legislative branches. 

Congress’s response was the second legislative Reconstruction 
program, called Moderate Reconstruction (q.v.), which included the 
Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.) and the measures that led up to it, the 
renewal of the Freedmen’s Bureau, and the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 
(qq.v.). When President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) continued the Lincoln 
wartime policy of ruling during congressional recess through presi- 
dential proclamation, Congress refused to seat the representatives 
from his Reconstruction program in December 1865. 

It instead proposed that the federal government protect the newly 
freed blacks through continuing an existing agency, the Bureau of 
Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands, or the Freedmen’s Bu- 
reau. It also proposed that citizenship and certain civil rights be 
granted by law to the African Americans, to counter the effect of dis- 
criminatory Southern state laws known as Black Codes (q.v.) and a 
prewar U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) decision (Dred Scott v. Sanford, 
1857 [q.v.]) that said that blacks were not citizens. 

When President Johnson vetoed these acts and ridiculed Congress, 
the legislators repassed both proposals over his veto and sought to en- 
shrine citizenship and equal rights in a constitutional amendment. All 
of the Confederate South (except Tennessee) and two border slave 
states that had remained loyal during the war (Delaware and Ken- 
tucky) refused to endorse this program, causing it to fail and forcing 
Congress to reassess its program once again. 

The impasse over the Fourteenth Amendment led to the third con- 
gressional Reconstruction plan, Radical Reconstruction (q.v.). This 
was a demanding program that nullified presidential interference and 
compelled the South to act as Congress desired under the supervision 
of the Army of Occupation. 
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CONGRESSIONAL SUPREMACY. The Republicans took control of 
the federal government at a time when the power of the presidency was 
at a low ebb. Ever since the American Revolution there had been a 
strong commitment to legislative supremacy vis-a-vis the executive 
branch of government. The executive-legislative argument became 
central to early party battles. Usually, the party out of power wants 
more of the voice of government to come from the Congress —a place 
where it at least has some say on what is going on. This struggle 
reached a fever pitch in the 1830s when the opposition to Andrew Jack- 
son, the first really strong executive under the Constitution, became an- 
gry with his leadership. Jackson believed that he was the only member 
of the federal government elected by all the people, hence he had a bet- 
ter right to power than Congress, which represented small districts of 
special local interests. His opponents also took up the name Whig 
(q.v.), a reference to those who had supported the American Revolu- 
tion, here and in the English Parliament. And because their candidates 
rarely seemed to win the presidency, the Whigs put forward the idea 
that Congress, elected by the people every two years, was actually the 
body of government most answerable to the people. Some state legis- 
latures, particularly in the South, even sent instructions to their con- 
gressmen and senators, telling them how to vote on certain issues. 

By the era before the Civil War, the United States had gone 
through a series of political administrations that appeared particularly 
gutless, especially when compared to Jackson and his student, James 
K. Polk, who preceded them, and Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), who fol- 
lowed. Taking their cue from the defunct Whigs, the new Republican 
Party (q.v.) once again proclaimed that the branch of government 
closest to the wishes of the people was the Congress. The president 
was charged with enforcing Congress’s laws, and the courts with in- 
terpreting them, leaving all duty of correction and initiation of law to 
the legislative branch. Lincoln of course ruled as much as possible by 
presidential decree, using the adjournment periods of Congress to 
make his biggest statements in policy. This so angered the Radical 
Republicans (and they were not alone in the party, merely the most 
vocal) in 1864 that they passed the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.), followed 
by the Wade-Davis Manifesto (q.v.), in answer to Lincoln’s veto, 
which stated that the problem of Reconstruction was a congressional 
responsibility. Congress would establish policy through law, the pres- 
ident would enforce those laws, and the Supreme Court would find 
those measures constitutional. 


148 © CONOIDAL BULLET 


When Andrew Johnson (q.v.) tried to continue with his indepen- 
dent policy of Reconstruction, Congress impeached him and cut him 
down. They warned the Supreme Court not to interfere by removing 
cases from its appellate jurisdiction. The appointment process was 
watched through the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.), which allowed the 
Senate to confirm any presidential patronage changes. The veto 
power was also to be used sparingly, not in a “wholesale manner” like 
Jackson, Lincoln, and especially Johnson used it. The result was a pa- 
rade of presidents whom most students of American history cannot 
name and whose policies remain basically unknown. It would take a 
man of the character of Theodore Roosevelt to reassert the idea of ex- 
ecutive power that became predominant in the twentieth century that 
followed. 


CONOIDAL BULLET. See LOAD-IN-NINE-TIMES. 


CONQUERED PROVINCES THEORY. See RECONSTRUCTION, 
THEORIES OF. 


CONSCRIPTION AND DRAFT EVASION, CONFEDERATE. As 
with the North, the South experienced such an initial enthusiasm for 
the war that it had to turn down 200,000 men between the ages of 
thirteen and seventy-three for lack of facilities and weapons. Every- 
one was in a hurry, because they feared it would all be over in one 
battle. Southern volunteers believed that the Yankees would not fight. 
Besides, every good Rebel knew one Southern man could defeat at 
least five to ten Yanks. In March 1861, the Provisional Congress 
passed a law creating the Provisional Army of the Confederate States. 
President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) was authorized to accept 100,000 
volunteers or militia for twelve months. 

One year later, the Confederacy was in real trouble. Enlistments 
had dropped to nothing after the first bloody battle had been 
fought. The truly devoted had already joined. Those who had been 
turned down in the first rush to the colors had had second thoughts. 
Many simply stayed at home, not being in favor of the Confeder- 
ate cause in the first place. But the Union armies were just begin- 
ning their first major offensives. The authorities asked the twelve- 
month men to reenlist, offering furloughs and $50 bonuses. But too 
many refused, saying they had done their part and it was someone 
else’s turn. 
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Davis then asked his Congress to do something revolutionary — 
pass the first conscription act ever applied on a national level. The 
draft had been used in some states during the American Revolution, 
but never had a national act been passed. Congress responded with 
the First Conscription Act (16 April 1862). All white males between 
the ages of eighteen and thirty-five were liable for three years’ ser- 
vice. Those already in the service had two years added to their 
twelve-month enlistments. A Bureau of Conscription was to admin- 
ister the act under the assistant secretary of war (former US. 
Supreme Court Justice John Campbell). Camps of instruction were 
set up in every state, and men who dodged the draft were to be 
hunted down and brought in by force. Cursory medical exams and 
treatment were provided. 

The act provided for substitutes, who could replace the original 
draftee. If the substitute was called up, the original draftee had to en- 
roll or find another substitute. The corruption became so rampant that 
substitution was abolished in 1863. One could also apply for an ex- 
emption. The trades exempted from service were phenomenal in 
number, as much a 57 percent of all white males. Many small towns 
suddenly became homes to doctors, pharmacists, teachers, and live- 
stock tenders, when none could be found before. But the most con- 
troversial was the exemption of one white man for every twenty 
slaves. The excused had to put up $500, and the law was rarely ap- 
plied, but it did much to discredit the plantation system among the 
common nonslaveholding whites, who derisively called it the 
“Twenty Nigger Law.” 

The problem was not that the Conscription Act was unneeded. The 
question was its legality. The Confederate Constitution did not pro- 
vide for Congress to pass a military draft. States rights men groused 
about the law, but had the wisdom not to oppose its enforcement. But 
it could be circumvented legally. Many men were enrolling in home 
guards or state militia to escape the draft and serve at home. Most 
prominent in this effort were Georgia and North Carolina. But deser- 
tion was up especially in the Appalachian peninsula. Often, such men 
organized themselves into self-defense units to fight the Confederate 
enrolling agents. Entire military units were pulled from the fronts to 
deal with this resistance. Pillaging and burning were the order of the 
day. By 1865, estimates ran as high as 100,000 deserters roaming the 
South. 
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In September 1862, after a summer of vicious fighting, a second 
Conscription Act passed Congress. This raised the upper-age exemp- 
tion to forty-five. By 1863, the South had 465,000 men in the field, 
the largest of the war. It was not until February 1864 that the Third 
Conscription Act passed. Ages were dropped to seventeen and raised 
to fifty. Few were actually sent into the front lines under this mea- 
sure. The idea was for the young and old to serve at home, releasing 
more desirable age groups for service against the Yankees. In addi- 
tion, all those in service had their enlistments extended for the dura- 
tion of the war. There were 200,000 on the rolls, but only 100,000 in 
the field by the end of 1864. 

Nonetheless, most Civil War battles had a rough parity in the num- 
bers fighting on each side until 1865. The draft was full of defects, 
but it got the men into the army. It is estimated that at least 900,000 
men served in the Confederate armed forces between 1861 and 1865. 
Something like 258,000 Confederate soldiers died, 94,000 from bat- 
tle wounds (q.v.), the rest of disease. 


CONSCRIPTION AND DRAFT EVASION, UNION. The Federal 
regular army entered the Civil War pretty much unprepared. It has 
become customary to blame much of this on the inept and even trai- 
torous administration of President James Buchanan’s (q.v.) secretary 
of war, John Floyd of Virginia. But the real problem lay in the fact 
that no one expected to have to fight a foreign invasion, and few sol- 
diers were needed to deal with Native American tribes and the Mor- 
mon War (q.v.) in the West. Congress compounded the problem by 
doing nothing until Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) became president in 
March 1861. 

The U.S. Army during the Civil War was made up of three com- 
ponents. First was the regular army of professional officers and en- 
listed men who joined through voluntary enrollment. In 1861, this 
force totaled 16,400, before the officer corps was depleted by resign- 
ing Southerners hurrying home to defend the Confederacy. Officers 
could resign their commissions, but the enlisted men had to serve to 
the end of their terms, before they could legally change sides. Presi- 
dent Lincoln would more than double the size of the army to 39,000 
by creating nine new regiments in the spring of 1861. 

The first line of reserves for the regular army was the militia of the 
several states, supposedly all men between eighteen and forty-five 
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years of age according to the law of 8 May 1792. These men were of 
mixed quality, many militia musters being little more than a good ex- 
cuse to get drunk. But some units were crack drill regiments and quite 
capable of making a good fight. Unfortunately, the good ones were 
mostly in the South, with the exception of New York and Massachu- 
setts. Lincoln called up 75,000 militia in response to the Confederate 
capture of Ft. Sumter (q.v.) at Charleston, with every state being 
given a quota. These quotas were enough to stimulate the second se- 
cession of the Southern states (q.v.). 

But the main force that fought for the Union (and the Confederacy 
in the South) were the volunteers. In the North, these were partly 
state-administered units and partly Federal. Usually, state governors 
appointed higher officers, political cronies often, while the men 
elected their own noncommissioned officers and other company offi- 
cers (lieutenants and captains). These regiments were numbered ac- 
cording to their date of muster-in, and called after their states of ori- 
gin, often having nicknames besides. Lincoln asked Congress to 
confirm his 1861 call for 400,000 volunteers to serve three years. 
Congress gave him 500,000, patriotism being a contagious thing. Just 
as in the South, state quotas were oversubscribed until the first casu- 
alty reports drifted in. The enlistments fell off. States resorted to 
bounties for enlistments, but even this expedient was not enough and 
more had to be done. 

Following the example of the Confederacy, Congress passed the 
Enrollment Act of 3 March 1863. This drafted all single men aged 
twenty to forty-five and all married men aged twenty to thirty-five for 
three years, if called. There were occupational exemptions, and sub- 
stitutes provided for, or one could pay $300 cash to gain exemption. 
This meant that any substitute was worth $300 right off. If the sub- 
stitute’s name were called up later, the principal had to serve in his 
place or get another substitute. The law provided only about one- 
sixth of Union forces during the war. But it worked indirectly to get 
men to enlist for state and local bounties. Depending on how many 
enlisted voluntarily, the draft would be lessened, with each state re- 
ceiving a quota at each draft call. 

The Civil War draft demonstrated the cynicism, corruption, shod- 
diness, and lack of concern for the public weal that became known as 
the “Great Barbecue.” For example, each man received a cursory 
physical examination. These were exploited by those who wished to 
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avoid service. One of the necessary physical attributes was a good set 
of front teeth to tear open the paper cartridge to load the Civil War ri- 
fled musket. A forefinger on the right hand to pull the trigger was an- 
other. Varicose veins could be faked by applying lye to the lower leg. 
Pepper and castor oil applied to the anus produced temporary hem- 
orrhoids. Often an inductee would send a ringer who was actually 
sick to answer to his name. 

On the other hand, many could not wait to join up. They exagger- 
ated their ages by placing papers with “17” on them in their shoes, so 
they could say under oath that they were honestly “over 17.” They 
put lead in shoes to gain weight, iced hernias so they would not be 
readily detected, and dosed themselves with digitalis to hide heart 
disease. Some liked the idea of joining up so much that they would 
join, desert, and rejoin numerous times to collect the bounties. Entire 
“bounty rings” were organized to bilk the system wholesale. When 
doctors tried to mark enlistees to limit the process, street demonstra- 
tions caused them to let it go. 

But protests at fair medical examinations were minor compared to 
the violent opposition to the whole concept of conscription through- 
out the North. The worst of these antidraft riots occurred in New York 
City, 13-16 July 1863, just after the tremendous Union victory at Get- 
tysburg in the Pennsylvania Campaign (q.v.). It overwhelmed local 
authorities in short order, cost over 1,200 dead, thousands of injured 
and wounded, and some $2 million in property damage. Because lo- 
cal garrison troops had to guard Federal installations to keep weapons 
from the rioters, the riot had to be put down by thirteen infantry regi- 
ments and supporting artillery pulled off the field after Gettysburg — 
the veterans did a fast, thorough, professional job, needless to say. 

The riot was a social class affair. The average working man could 
not afford to hire a substitute or leave his family without support. The 
targeted were the rich and privileged, many who were disloyal Cop- 
perheads (q.v.), and the African Americans, who personified the war 
to the rioters—many of whom were working-class Irish. After a pre- 
liminary attempt to enroll 1,200 drafted men on Friday, 11 July, grew 
ugly, Governor Horatio Seymour wanted the draft suspended until 
the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled on it. President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) said he welcomed a court case, but that the enrollment would 
continue until the Court issued an adverse decision. On Monday, 13 
July, at 10:00 A.M., a large crowd gathered to hear the first call-up. 
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Suddenly, a shot rang out and the crowd of 5,000 to 10,000 became 
an enraged mob. They burned the draft office; cut telegraph wires to 
prevent communication with the outside; beat men in uniform; at- 
tacked city, state, and federal officials; looked for newspaper editor 
Horace Greeley (q.v.) to hang him for supporting the war; and mer- 
cilessly lynched every black they could find, burning a black or- 
phanage to the ground with the occupants still in it. The Catholic 
Church got caught up in the middle, Archbishop John Hughes chang- 
ing his original stand in favor of the draft to support the rioters, while 
parish priests tried to stop them. 

The second and third days of the riot were even worse, but on 16 
July, the 10,000 troops from the Army of the Potomac swept the 
streets with fire and restored order. But New York was just the be- 
ginning. Other riots, albeit on a lesser scale, occurred in Wisconsin, 
Indiana, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Ohio. 
Threatened disturbances in Pennsylvania did not come about. Draft 
resistance continued in the North throughout the war, many acts of 
violence encouraged by the Order of American Knights and other 
subversive Copperhead groups. The military trials of their leaders in 
Indiana led to the landmark. U.S. Supreme Court case ex parte Mil- 
ligan (q.V.). 


CONSERVATIVE REPUBLICANS. See REPUBLICAN PARTY 
AND THE CIVIL WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION. 


CONSTITUTION, CONFEDERATE. Although each Southern state 
had seceded individually, there had always been a tacit recognition 
that they would band together in some sort of overall government. 
Even before South Carolina made the first move, it consulted with 
other like-minded states and acted only after it received support from 
Mississippi and Florida. So no one was surprised when the first six 
seceded states met at Montgomery, Alabama, to form a single gov- 
ernment. Texas, having acted later than the others to secede, would 
send a delegation that would arrive in March and endorse what the 
others had done. 

Montgomery was to become the first capital of the independent 
South, “the Cradle of the Confederacy.” It was centrally located and 
far enough inland to be protected from Union naval expeditions, 
which had excluded Charleston, Mobile, Savannah, and New Or- 
leans. Later, after the second secession of the Southern states (q.v.), 
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the capital would be moved to Richmond, Virginia. Richmond was 
larger, more cosmopolitan, and, by its location, indicated a commit- 
ment to the border South. It also was a gutsy move, typically South- 
ern in nature, challenging the Yankees to come and take it, if they 
dared. 

The delegates at Montgomery were in a hurry. They had less than 
a month before Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) would be inaugurated. They 
wanted to have a government in place by then. The convention did 
some unusual things. It acted as a constitutional convention, elected 
a provisional president and vice president, and acted as a provisional 
unicameral Congress in five sessions from 18 February 1861 to 22 
February 1862. Usually, in republican theory, the body that draws up 
the constitution does not do all those things. But the convention knew 
that this was a moment unique in American history. 

That the Southerners had to have a written constitution showed 
how American they were. That is the United States’ great contribu- 
tion to world political history. They called themselves the Confeder- 
ate States of America. Confederation implied a looser bond than 
United States. This was stated in the preamble: “We, the People of the 
Confederate States, each State acting in its sovereign and indepen- 
dent character.” The delegates began by assuming that the U.S. Con- 
stitution outlined the best government ever established until it had 
been perverted by pernicious Yankee influences. So the delegates 
made only essential changes in their Constitution, necessary to sus- 
tain the principles of the original founding fathers. 

But the Confederate Constitution ought not be dismissed as inconse- 
quential. They changed several key things. First, they made the execu- 
tive and the legislative bodies closer than in the U.S. Constitution. Cab- 
inet members were permitted to take seats in either house of Congress 
to debate, but could not vote. The Confederate presidency was actually 
stronger than under the U.S. Constitution. The president had a six-year 
term, could not succeed himself, could remove cabinet members and 
diplomats at his pleasure (all other civil officials could be removed only 
for cause, not political leanings), and had the right to introduce all ap- 
propriations bills. Congress could act to introduce appropriations only 
with a two-thirds vote. In effect, the Confederate Constitution antici- 
pated the future Twenty-second Amendment, a budgetary system of ap- 
propriation that obviated the need to impeach executive officials to re- 
move them from office and created a protected civil service. 
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Second, the Confederate Constitution changed the relationship be- 
tween the states and the central government. Congress could pass no 
tariffs. This was reserved for the states, acting individually or in co- 
operation with each other. The amendment process was simplified. 
Any three states together could call for a convention to amend and 
only a two-thirds majority was necessary to approve it (the figures in 
the U.S. Constitution are two-thirds to call the convention and three- 
fourths to approve the amendment). Any Confederate official could 
be impeached by the state in which he served, to be tried before the 
Confederate Senate. There was no mention of secession; not because 
the Confederacy denied this right to its member states, but because it 
was so essential it needed no mention. 

Finally, Negro slavery or slaves were mentioned openly three 
times in the Confederate Constitution. Slavery was guaranteed by the 
central government, although any state could theoretically abolish it. 
A slave owner was guaranteed the right to transport his or her slaves 
throughout the Confederacy, and slavery was guaranteed in any Con- 
federate territory (such as the seceded Arizona Territory). 

There were other changes. The Confederate Constitution referred 
to “the favor and guidance of Almighty God.” It omitted any mention 
of “general welfare,” the clause that led to much dispute in interpret- 
ing the U.S. Constitution. The first twelve amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution were placed in the main body of the Confederate text. 
All laws were to concern one topic each, which was to be stated 
clearly in their titles. The Post Office Department was to be self-sus- 
taining by 1863. And new states could be admitted by a two-thirds 
vote of both houses of Congress. The Confederates fully expected 
that many of the Middle Atlantic and Old Northwestern states might 
wish to join this purified form of government in the future. A South- 
ern Reconstruction (q.v.) was anticipated. 

The men selected to be the provisional executive of the new Con- 
federacy were Jefferson Davis (q.v.) of Mississippi as president and 
Alexander Stephens (q.v.) of Georgia as vice president. Both were 
regular party men (Davis a Democrat, Stephens an old-line Whig and 
friend of Abraham Lincoln [q.v.]). The Fire-Eaters (q.v.) were gener- 
ally excluded from the Confederate government right from the start. 
This was to be a conservative enterprise, based on tried and true prin- 
ciples inherited from the founding fathers of 1776 and 1787, not 
some wild-eyed experimental nonsense. That was left up to Yankees 
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and abolitionists (q.v.), who had destroyed what the founders 
wrought and caused the Confederacy to be necessary. 


CONSTITUTIONAL UNION PARTY (1860). Formed on 29 Decem- 
ber 1859 from old Whigs (q.v.), Know Nothings, and American Party 
(q.v.) members primarily in the border South (Missouri, Kentucky, 
Maryland, and Delaware). The Constitutional Union Party feared that 
extremists in the other major political parties would opt for war if 
they did not get their way in the election of 1860 (q.v.). This war, of 
course, would be fought on the middle ground between North and 
South. It would ravage the border states. 

The Constitutional Unionists met for their convention on 1 May 
1860, in Baltimore. Their goal was to throw the election into the 
House of Representatives, where each state would have but one vote. 
This then would hopefully lead to some sort of compromise being 
sought between the North and the South to save the nation. 

The party had no platform. Such written promises limited deal 
making and also turned off potential voters. They stood for what their 
name implied: Constitution and Union. They spoke of enforcing all 
public laws. Opponents laughed and called them the “Soothing 
Syrup” Party. In fact, the John Brown Harpers Ferry raid (q.v.) had 
pretty much killed reasonableness on all sides already. 

For their presidential candidate the Constitutional Unionists put 
forward John Bell of Tennessee, an old-time Whig, who had served 
as Speaker of the House, secretary of war, and U.S. senator. Moder- 
ation was his byline. His vice presidential running mate was Edward 
Everett of Massachusetts, who would better be remembered as the 
greatest orator of his time. He was the one who would give the three- 
hour main speech at the dedication of the national cemetery at Get- 
tysburg in November 1863 before President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) 
spoke for two minutes. Although they failed to affect the election, the 
Constitutional Unionists would be heard from again at the Washing- 
ton Peace Conference (q.v.). 


CONTRABANDS. In May 1861, several fugitives slaves fled to Union 
lines on the Virginia peninsula at Fortress Monroe. Their owner soon 
appeared and demanded that the bondsmen be returned under the 
Fugitive Slave Law of 1850 (q.v.). The post commandant, Maj. Gen. 
Benjamin Butler (q.v.), refused. He claimed that the Southerner was 
from a seceded state, which had lost all right to the benefits of U.S. 
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law. He also asserted that the fugitives in question had been working 
on constructing Confederate fortifications and could not be returned. 
Rather, they were “contraband of war” and seizable. His report to 
headquarters became public and the term “contraband” was used to 
refer to any fugitive slave who fled to Union lines for freedom and 
protection during the war. After the war it was replaced by the generic 
term “freedman.” 


CONTRACT LABOR LAW. The Republican Party was a party with a 
distinct domestic program designed to appease both its agricultural 
and industrial supporters. This program had as its basis the old Whig 
(q.v.) economic policies based in part on Henry Clay’s American Sys- 
tem (q.v.). Part of the program appealed to U.S. industry by creating a 
source of cheap labor. The Contract Labor Law of 1864 was a re- 
sponse to the decline in immigration caused by the war. This law al- 
lowed businesses to import laborers and to deduct the cost of such im- 
migration from the laborers’ wages or as a mortgage on their housing. 
Most of the labor brought in under this act was Chinese, used in build- 
ing the Central Pacific and later Northern Pacific Railroads. After the 
Civil War, Southern planters used this law to create so-called land, la- 
bor, and immigration companies in an attempt to bring in European la- 
bor to replace the freed African Americans, whom they feared would 
not work without the compulsion of slavery, but the effort failed. 


COPPERHEADS. Those Northerners who vehemently opposed the 
domestic policies of the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) administration, such 
as the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.), suppression of 
the hostile press, arbitrary arrests, the Federal Conscription Act, and 
the centralization of power in Washington, often organized them- 
selves beyond the normal Democratic Party (q.v.) opposition. This 
was manifested in secret societies such as the Order of American 
Knights, and its inner action circle, the Sons of Liberty. Since the 
story was that they identified themselves with special copper coins, 
they were popularly called Copperheads. That this was also the 
name of a venomous pit viper common to the Old Northwest that 
struck (like its cousin, the cottonmouth water moccasin) without 
benefit of rattles was no accident. The Copperheads were prevalent 
in the southern areas of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois. Confederate 
agents tried unsuccessfully to organize them to free Rebels held at 
prisoner of war camps, to disrupt conscription, and to upset the 
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Democratic convention at Chicago in 1864. Union detectives infil- 
trated these organizations and arrested their leaders, leading to mass 
trials, especially in Indiana, which resulted in the landmark US. 
Supreme Court case ex parte Milligan (qq.v.). See also INTERNAL 
DISSENT IN THE UNION. 


CORINTH, BATTLE OF. See CORINTH CAMPAIGN. 


CORINTH CAMPAIGN. As the Confederates invaded Kentucky in 
the late summer of 1862, forcing the troops commanded by Maj. 
Gen. Don Carlos Buell (q.v.) to follow, Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.) and his men were spread out across northern Mississippi, based 
in Memphis. The Confederates had brought two forces across the 
Mississippi River from Arkansas (Maj. Gen. Earl Van Dorn) and Mis- 
souri (Maj. Gen. Sterling Price [q.v.]) to keep Grant busy. Since Maj. 
Gen. John Pope (q.v.) was to go east to fight the Confederates under 
Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.), his forces were given to the next-senior of- 
ficer under Grant, Brig. Gen. William S. Rosecrans (q.v.). Grant was 
still burdened with his drinking reputation and troubled with the sur- 
prise at Shiloh (q.v.). Rosecrans had never lost a battle, been drunk, 
or been surprised. It was natural that the perfectionist Rosecrans and 
the stubborn Grant would conflict somewhere over something. The 
Corinth Campaign provided the means. 

In August 1862, Rosecrans received orders to send about half of 
his army to assist Buell in Kentucky. With the rest he was to go to 
northern Mississippi. Seeing Grant and Rosecrans separated from 
each other, Confederates under Price moved between them and se- 
cured Iuka. Rosecrans saw opportunity here. While Price might de- 
feat either him or Grant in turn, if they cooperated they had Price in 
a trap between them, provided they could keep Van Dorn from join- 
ing Price. The plan was for Grant to keep Van Dorn at bay while half 
of his men attacked Price at Iuka. Upon hearing the fire, Rosecrans 
would launch the final blow from south of the town. 

As often happens in pincer attacks, the two Federal columns lost 
contact. Rosecrans moved up to Iuka on 19 September only to find 
that he faced Price’s whole force in ambush. Grant was nowhere to be 
seen. Price eventually retreated out of the trap that Grant and Rose- 
crans had prepared. Rosecrans was angry. What had happened to 
Grant? One tale is that Grant was so impressed with the news of An- 
tietam (q.v.) that he tried to negotiate Price into surrender without 
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bloodshed, thinking the war over. Price negotiated with Grant and 
fought Rosecrans. The other story involves drink. Local tradition 
holds that Grant was drunk once again, he and his staff celebrating the 
Antietam victory and the end of the war. The third tale says that Grant 
was jealous of Rosecrans, a winning, talkative, critical of Grant’s 
shortcomings, publicity-wise rival and decided to let him lose once. 

In any case, Grant and Rosecrans were never quite the same with 
each other again. Price joined Van Dorn and under the latter’s lead- 
ership they marched all over northern Mississippi, confusing the Fed- 
erals. Finally, Rosecrans got smart and realized that the only place 
worth holding was the rail junction at Corinth. Van Dorn arrived af- 
ter Rosecrans had occupied the old Confederate fortifications built 
there after the Shiloh defeat. For two days, 3-4 October 1862, Van 
Dorn and Price assaulted the earthworks, driving Rosecrans to the in- 
ner works, but never able to break his lines. Rosecrans tried to get his 
men to attack out from the forts, but subordinates failed to move in 
time and the opportunity was lost. Van Dorn retreated, losing 8,600 
men to Rosecrans’s 2,200. 

Rosecrans launched a pursuit and drove in Van Dorn’s army at Big 
Hill. Meanwhile, Grant also sent out a pursuing column that was 
halted by the Confederates at the Tallahatchie River. On 6 October, 
Grant halted the chase lest Van Dorn catch one of the two Union 
columns strung out unsupported and defeat them in detail. Rosecrans 
protested. He wanted to head for Vicksburg. Grant, contrary to what 
Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) and President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) wanted, ordered the halt again. Then he and Rosecrans went af- 
ter each other verbally after a Cincinnati newspaper called Grant’s 
halt unwise. Grant tried to resign; Lincoln refused him, but Rosecrans 
received a promotion to major general and took over Buell’s spot as 
head of the Army of the Cumberland. Grant and Rosecrans would 
quarrel again the following year during the Chattanooga Campaign 
(q.v.), and this time Grant would win, decisively. 


CORNING LETTER. Erastus Corning was the leader of a committee 
of New York Democrats (q.v.) who protested all arbitrary arrests— 
those in which the detainees had been denied their ordinary right to 
the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.), such as in the case of ex parte Val- 
landigham (q.v.). Lincoln told Corning that the ordinary courts had 
proved inadequate during the rebellion and the Constitution had pro- 
vided for setting them aside in such emergencies. Lincoln denied that 


160 © CORRUPTION BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER THE CIVIL WAR 


the arrest of Vallandigham was vindictive. Rather, it was preventa- 
tive. Vallandigham was not arrested for making speeches, but for in- 
citing others to resist the war effort. Lincoln asked Corning the 
rhetorical question: Must he shoot the draft dodger and not touch 
those who encouraged him to do the act? 


CORRUPTION BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER THE CIVIL 
WAR. The American fascination with and horror at corruption in gov- 
ernment are older than the nation itself. The founding fathers talked of 
how the British system was corrupting the pure republican institutions 
of the New World, and such a feeling helped point the way to the 
American Revolution. It was a reoccurring theme of the “Revolution 
of 1800” that put the Jeffersonians in power, and it was an integral part 
of the Jacksonian era before the War with Mexico. Both Thomas Jef- 
ferson and Andrew Jackson, especially the latter, believed that they 
were taking the nation back to an earlier time of political purity. Nei- 
ther really accomplished his goal, but it caused a change in the Amer- 
ican party system each time that was critical for the future. 

The 1850s marked another era in which the jeremiads of the ills of 
corruption flowed like molten lava over the American political land- 
scape. The depth of the corruption and the fears of those who opposed 
it ran deep and were an important undercurrent among the causes of the 
Civil War. Both the Republicans (q.v.) in the North and the Fire-Eaters 
(q.v.) (secessionists) of the South sought to cleanse the nation, by get- 
ting rid of the ills of slavery or the slave power conspiracy (q.v.), on the 
one hand, and by throwing out the damned Yankee moralists who re- 
putedly sold wooden nutmegs and unnecessarily interfered with a 
booming cotton economy that drove the nation’s progress, on the other. 

Political corruption, the illegal obtaining of private profit or ad- 
vantage through the political system and the subversion of the polit- 
ical process for personal ends beyond those of ambition, helped dis- 
credit the Democrats and destroy the Whigs (qq.v.) in the decade 
before the Civil War. That is to say, the war came as much because of 
the activities of a “plundering generation” as the “blundering gener- 
ation” seen by historians in the past. It assumed a sectional aspect, 
particularly in the creation of potential railroad routes to the West. As 
there were insufficient private resources to construct so long a line 
and the government could afford to assist only one transcontinental 
route, where it began was essential. And to the disgust of Northern- 
ers, the South had the best possible passage. 
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To counter this advantage, the North flexed its own political 
power to prove that the Central Overland route would be the best. 
Most important was a measure that was to create a territory west of 
Missouri to entice settlement and negate the South’s Texas advan- 
tage. But the men who wanted the northern route did not have the 
votes needed without Southern support. The result was the Kansas- 
Nebraska Act (q.v.) that repealed the Missouri Compromise (q.v.) 
and opened the whole West above the 36°30’ line to slavery. North- 
ern settlers rushed to Kansas to stop the extension of slavery, but the 
railroad men tried to buy Congress’s approval of a proslave state 
constitution for Kansas. On top of that, the U.S. Supreme Court en- 
dorsed the Southern position on slavery in the territories in the 1857 
Dred Scott case (q.v.). It all looked corrupt, and a lot of it was. But 
it spurred the organization of a sectional party, the Republicans, ded- 
icated to cleaning out the slave power in Washington and substitut- 
ing its own vision for the development of the United States. It 
brought the Civil War that much closer. 

The Civil War was full of contradictions. There was the need to 
treat the Confederate soldiers as prisoners of war rather than Rebels 
to be hanged; the need to trade food and medicines to the South for 
its cotton to bolster Yankee monetary exchange abroad; the commis- 
sion system that paid off treasury and tax agents who went South to 
find these sources of traditional income now cut off by war; the 
commission agents who could expedite anything for a fee; and the 
shoddy contractors who sold the government dead cavalry horses, 
sand in place of gunpowder, cardboard shoes instead of leather, and 
felt uniforms that fell apart in use rather than the cloth and wool 
promised. It all expedited the continued use of political “influence,” 
this time into good Republican hands and away from the prewar slave 
power conspiracy. 

After the war, Reconstruction offered the Republicans another 
chance to extend their political influence—this time into the con- 
quered South. But their identification with African American free- 
dom, equal rights, and the franchise made them anathema to the 
white South. These freed blacks were a continuing visual reminder 
that the Confederacy had failed. Yet, no matter how the Republicans 
might want to cut it, they could not win the South without the Rebel 
white vote. Too few states had a black voting majority; and too few 
had sufficient white Unionists to help flesh out the count (besides, 
they hated the freed blacks as much as the Rebels did). 
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So to counter the racial distaste the party had among whites, the 
Republicans tried to emphasize economic assistance. The method of 
Northern economic aid would be the construction of railroads. The 
new Republican governments went to work to institute the “Gospel 
of Prosperity.” It was an appeal to the voters to adopt the Yankee vi- 
sion of progress through industrial growth. It was not that the Re- 
publicans wished to abandon blacks to their white antagonists. That 
was not the intent of the Republican program—but that was exactly 
what happened. In effect, the corruption that greased the wheels of 
progress subtly changed the emphasis of Reconstruction just enough 
to compromise its original idealistic objectives. 

It worked in the North as well as, perhaps even better than, in the 
South. Economic expansion that was marked by scandals in Wash- 
ington in nearly every department of government, both houses of 
Congress, and in most major cities led to a demand for reform. By 
1872, Liberal Republican (q.v.) reform had become the new crusade 
and Reconstruction had been branded as a part of the sickness of cor- 
ruption. In reality, the corruption was no worse than in the 1850s. The 
reformers were not attacking the system so much as the idea of cor- 
ruption. The issue gave them an edge over the opposition, but the in- 
tent was not to change how government worked so much as who 
worked it. 

Nothing revealed the limits of reform more than the election of 1876 
and the Compromise of 1877 (qq.v.). In the fight to see whether a 
reform-minded Republican or a reform-minded Democrat would be 
elected president, shameless political corruption was resorted to by both 
sides. The Republicans did a better job and took the prize, installing 
Rutherford (or “Rutherfraud,” as his enemies insisted) B. Hayes (q.v.) 
in the White House. But Hayes did not change much in how the system 
worked. He expected political appointments to contribute to the party; 
there were spoils for everyone, even the relatives of Benjamin F. Butler 
(q.v.) of Massachusetts, whose name was synonymous with payoffs; the 
Louisiana returning board that had voted for Hayes all got federal jobs; 
and President Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) personal secretary, Orville Bab- 
cock, who fairly reeked with the stench of corruption, found a political 
sinecure courtesy of the “scrupulous” President Hayes. The more things 
changed, the more they remained the same. 


CORWIN AMENDMENT. After the House and Senate tried to com- 
promise the first secession of the Southern states (q.v.) to no avail, 
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they finally got together and passed the Corwin Amendment, named 
after Thomas Corwin of Ohio. Essentially, it said that no amendment 
of the U.S. Constitution as regards slavery ought to be allowed in the 
future. This was to guarantee slavery where it existed in the Southern 
states. It had a real problem within its text. Was it possible to prohibit 
amendment of the Constitution? The nation never got a chance to 
find out as the Civil War was on before the Corwin Amendment could 
be submitted to the states for ratification. 


CORWIN COMMITTEE OF THIRTY-THREE. When the first se- 
cession of the Southern states (q.v.) began, calls went out that Con- 
gress ought to do something to compromise the situation. Congress 
made an effort. There was no shortage of talent among members, but 
to have been successful would have meant trying to rectify the errors 
of a generation. Perhaps it was too much to ask. 

The matter was not helped any by the factionalism that existed, es- 
pecially in the House of Representatives. The Democratic Party (q.v.) 
was separated into five blocs. There were the Breckinridge Demo- 
crats, who included the more aggressive secessionists. There were the 
Douglas Democrats, who had been strengthened by the 1.2 million 
popular votes Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) had received from 
every section of the country. There were Upper South Democrats, 
who were badly split over secession’s advisability. There were the 
Pacific Coast Democrats, who were beginning to feel for the first 
time the growing power of the far West. Finally, there were the Old 
Northwest Democrats, who were interested in keeping the Missis- 
sippi and the port of New Orleans open. 

As with the Democrats, the Republicans (q.v.) were also split, but 
not as badly. There were two groups here. The Radicals or Irrepress- 
ibles wanted immediate action taken against the seceding states and 
felt compelled to answer Southern Fire-Eaters (q.v.) with as much 
fire of their own. Then there were the Moderate Republicans. They 
tried to keep silent and remain noncommittal so as not to limit Pres- 
ident-elect Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) options before he was inaugu- 
rated. The result was that about 60 percent of the House was against 
some form of compromise. “We have saved the union so often,” said 
Thaddeus Stevens of Pennsylvania, “that I am afraid we shall save it 
to death.” 

But the House felt obligated to try. It set up the Committee of 
Thirty-three, chaired by Thomas Corwin of Ohio, as soon as South 
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Carolina seceded. Several proposals came out of the committee. One 
was to open the territories to all citizens with slavery protected until 
statehood was achieved, essentially the Southern Nonexclusion Doc- 
trine (q.v.), rejected by all Republicans and Douglas Democrats. It 
was proposed that fugitive slaves be paid for by the states that 
shielded them. No Northern congressman could vote for that. There 
were to be no African Americans granted citizenship or allowed to 
vote. The Republicans could not abide that, because several Northern 
states allowed both. Indeed, the longer the Committee of Thirty-three 
worked, the more it justified its nickname “the coffin.” Everything 
seemed to die there. This left the Crittenden Committee of Thirteen 
(q.v.) in the Senate to act. 


COUSHATTA MASSACRE. In 1874, Redemption (q.v.) took another 
turn to violence in Louisiana’s Red River Parish, the power base for 
a family of Vermont carpetbaggers named Twitchell (qq.v.). The fam- 
ily had the support of the black voters, who outnumbered whites by 
four to one, so their tenure looked unbeatable by ordinary electoral 
methods. The excuse for violence was an argument between whites 
and blacks at a nearby town that turned bloody. The whites killed 
their opponents and the shooting spread to Coushatta. The Red River 
whites asked for reinforcement from neighboring parishes. Armed 
whites from the White League (q.v.) arrived and arrested the local 
Republican (q.v.) officeholders, demanding they resign their posi- 
tions and be escorted to Texas by a posse of their own choosing. Af- 
ter the Republicans left town, young White League members voiced 
dissatisfaction with the results. They pursued the Republicans and 
caught up with them near Shreveport. There the six prisoners, one of 
whom was a Twitchell, their chosen posse standing aside, were mur- 
dered in what became known as the Coushatta Massacre. Governor 
William Pitt Kellogg (q.v.) asked for federal help and a battalion of 
the 7th Cavalry arrived and restored the Republicans to power. The 
cavalry also arrested about twenty whites and charged them with 
murder and civil rights violations. But the charges were later dropped 
as state Democrats (q.v.) and White League supporters screamed 
“military despotism.” 


COVODE RESOLUTION. See IMPEACHMENT. 


COX PLAN OF RECONSTRUCTION. By 1865, it was evident that 
the fall of the Confederacy was a matter of time. Republicans agreed 
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that the Southern slaveholders were responsible for the rebellion, and 
they believed that the planters’ political power had to be broken and 
that the freedmen could provide a loyal wedge into Southern politics. 
But they also believed that they had to maintain white supremacy in 
the nation. 

One of the Republican politicians who sought an answer to the 
problem of the free black in racist white America was Jacob D. Cox. 
A war hero at Antietam (q.v.), a major general in the Union army, and 
experienced in the occupation of the south Atlantic coast, Cox was an 
acknowledged “expert” in the “Negro problem.” Republicans feared 
that Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) Reconstruction of the South without ref- 
erence to the rights of African Americans would hurt them in state 
and national elections as “Black Republicans.” 

Cox believed that he could find a middle ground between the equal 
rights for African Americans of Radical Republicans and the no 
rights stand of Southerners and Northern Democrats. Cox proposed 
that an area along the southeastern Atlantic coast from Charleston to 
and including all of the Florida peninsula should be cleared of all 
whites and set aside as an all-black territory. Within its boundaries, 
blacks would be able to rule themselves politically and economically 
in peace. So long as blacks stayed in their reserve, they would be 
equal citizens. Outside this area, they would be second-class citizens 
at the mercy of local law. 

Unbelievably, Cox had managed to stand for reunion, a secure fu- 
ture, the guarantee of basic rights for African Americans in their part 
of the South, and the denial of black social, political, and economic 
equality in the rest of the nation. This ensured him a long and fruit- 
ful political career in Ohio, but, in a nation that had had its fill of In- 
dian removal in the 1830s, the notion of forcibly removing white and 
black populations was doomed to failure. 


CRATER, BATTLE OF THE. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 


CREDIT MOBILIER SCANDAL. After the passage of the Pacific 
Railroad Act (q.v.) in 1862 and its amendment in 1864, railroad in- 
vestment took on an increasing attractiveness to various entrepre- 
neurs in the United States. As lucrative as the rail investments might 
be, the construction and management of the transcontinental railroad, 
the Union Pacific, offered more to those wise in the ways of maxi- 
mizing profit at public expense. Their efforts went into establishing a 
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construction company to build the railroad across the plains and 
mountains. It was called Crédit Mobilier of America to differentiate 
it from the corrupt French company involved in the construction of 
the Suez Canal—which should have been an omen of things to come 
for President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). 

Crédit Mobilier was set up at the behest of financier Thomas Du- 
rant. It was a construction company, so far as the public knew, with 
which the railroad contracted to build the line to the West. What the 
public did not know was that essentially Crédit Mobilier was run by 
the same men who directed the railroad. They bought items cheap 
and sold them to themselves dear, charging the federal government 
the higher price and pocketing the difference. If the profits were not 
in cash, they came in the form of securities that allowed the men to 
control the railroad and its land grants, particularly the timber and 
mineral rights that came with them. 

Congressman (House Committee on Pacific Railroads) and shovel 
maker Oakes Ames was put in charge. He went around among the gov- 
ernment-appointed directors and his political peers and distributed 
shares in Crédit Mobilier “where it would do the most good,” he said 
sagely later, free to some, at a small cost to others. Among those 
blessed with Crédit Mobilier shares were the vice president of the 
United States, Schuyler Colfax (q.v.), the Speaker of the House, future 
president James A. Garfield, perennial presidential hopeful Senator 
James G. Blaine, and a slew of normally moralistic Radical Republi- 
cans. Everyone was in on the take, except Charles Sumner (q.v.) and 
his kind. To this day no one knows the names of all of those involved 
in the American version of Crédit Mobilier. Suffice to say the estimated 
six dozen did not loose face in financial wizardry. They came from 
Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, and New York City. They included 
William B. Ogden, John Murray Forbes, Charles Butler, Thomas A. 
Scott, John Edgar Thomson, Erastus Corning, John V. L. Pruyn, John 
I. Blair, Russell Sage, August Belmont, J. F. D. Lanier, and Samuel J. 
Tilden, corporate lawyer and future Democratic candidate for the pres- 
idency in 1876 (on an honest government platform, of course). 

In 1871, well after the Pacific railroad had been finished and 
nearly everyone paid off, a combination of directors elected Thomas 
A. Scott as president of the Union Pacific. Scott was big in the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad, and his election looked like a nationwide railroad 
power grab to many. So they backed the litigation against Ames and 
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banded together to throw Scott out of his presidency. In revenge, the 
Scott group then leaked old letters in which Ames stupidly named 
those whom he had bribed. The story went public with a bang—right 
in the middle of the election of 1872 (q.v.). President Ulysses S. 
Grant, all of Congress, and one-third of the Senate were up for re- 
consideration. And although the president was clean, the rest of his 
administration was not. 

There was no way around it. Congress would have to investigate. 
Of course, everyone professed wide-eyed innocence. But the facts 
were out and the government had to take Crédit Mobilier to court. 
Naturally, the suit was civil not criminal (one did not send such up- 
standing citizens like congressmen to jail in the nineteenth-century 
United States), and eventually the Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled that the 
government could not collect even on the fraud until 1895, thirty 
years after the first bonds went out, as stipulated in the federal char- 
ter. The only ones who really suffered were Oakes Ames and Vice 
President Colfax. Ames lost his congressional seat—but he kept his 
cash. Grant won a second term by dumping Colfax from the ticket. 
But Grant might have gone down the road too had the opposition not 
backed the ending of Reconstruction and abandoning the former 
slaves to Southern white rule, something Grant nobly refused to do. 
But with four more years of scandal in the offing, such compunctions 
would change mightily in 1876. 


“CRIME AGAINST KANSAS” SPEECH. See SUMNER, CHARLES. 
CRIME OF ’73. See MONEY ISSUE. 


CRIME OF ’76. See ELECTION OF 1876 AND COMPROMISE OF 
1877. 


CRITTENDEN COMMITTEE OF THIRTEEN. Although the U.S. 
Senate was not as divided into blocs as the House of Representatives’ 
Committee of Thirty-three (q.v.), when it formed its compromise Com- 
mittee of Thirteen, chaired by Senator John J. Crittenden of Kentucky, 
the forlorn result was the same. About 75 percent of the Senate was 
against compromise in some form or another. Actually, the real prob- 
lem was that Northerners, especially President-elect Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.), assumed that secession was a bluff. The South would soon 
enough come to its senses and crawl back into the Union. But in the 
slave states secession was the most effective answer to a generation of 
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what it saw as unfair and unconstitutional attacks on its guaranteed in- 
stitution of slavery. 

Crittenden’s family personified what the possibility of Civil War 
would mean. It would divide almost equally between Union and Con- 
federacy. Crittenden hoped to avoid that awful fate. The proposals that 
came out of the Crittenden Committee of Thirteen were to prevent 
Congress from ending slavery in any territory surrounded by slave 
states, to order Congress not to interfere with the domestic slave trade, 
to have slaveholders who could not recover fugitive slaves be paid by 
the federal government, to prohibit any constitutional amendment 
abolishing slavery in any state where it already existed, and to extend 
the Missouri Compromise (q.v.) line to the eastern border of Califor- 
nia, solving the problem of slavery in the territories. 

Most Southerners indicated that they would accept the Missouri 
Compromise extension. But Abraham Lincoln could not as it violated 
the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.), his most sacred tenet, as the solution to the 
extension of slavery into the West. He also feared that if the line were 
drawn, the South would spare no effort to extend slave territory into 
the Caribbean, especially Cuba. Lincoln pledged that he would pro- 
tect slavery in the states where it existed and enforce the Fugitive 
Slave Law from the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), but no more. Crit- 
tenden asked that his proposals be voted on in a national referendum, 
but Lincoln said Americans had to face up to the problem, not avoid 
it through compromise. This meant that with the failure of the Crit- 
tenden proposals, and Corwin’s Committee of Thirty-three, some 
body other than Congress would have to act to stop the coming war. 
That was the Washington Peace Conference (q.v.), then in session. 


CROSS KEYS, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAM- 
PAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 


CUBAN INSURRECTION. A nasty problem that concerned foreign 
policy during the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration was the ten- 
year-long armed insurrection in Cuba that began in 1868, which 
threatened American economic interests and which claimed damages 
against arbitrary actions of Spanish officials there. These problems oc- 
cupied Secretary of State Hamilton Fish (q.v.) throughout his eight- 
year term as secretary and often proved embarrassing. He had to try to 
get the Spanish to negotiate with the rebels to end the conflict and at 
the same time prevent the Congress from recognizing them as bel- 
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ligerents, which would extend and deepen the war and damage further 
American businesses. Fish also wanted to end slavery, which was still 
legal in the island and which provided the basis for some in Congress 
to call for American intervention. While Fish was engaged on other 
matters, President Grant moved to recognize Cuban belligerency. Al- 
though Fish was not opposed to this in principle, he preferred to keep 
it back to prompt Spain to negotiate. Grant agreed after a belated con- 
sultation with Fish and allowed the secretary to hold up the promul- 
gation of the decree. There was little else he could do, because the 
president needed Fish’s support on the San Domingo situation and he 
dared not alienate him over Cuba. Meanwhile, Spain promised re- 
forms on the island and a redress of the Rebels’ grievances. 

In the meantime, the Spanish government had a change in its 
monarchy. Fish threatened to withhold recognition of King Alfonso 
XII if an immediate settlement on the Cuban revolutionary mess were 
not achieved favoring the rebels, as promised earlier. Otherwise, he 
intimated that outside powers might feel obliged to intervene and 
force a settlement. Spain quickly agreed to Fish’s proposals, which 
included reform of the Spanish government on the island with a view 
to eventual independence and the abolition of slavery. Spain dragged 
out the negotiations until it could place enough troops to stop the rev- 
olution in its tracks. Then it agreed to an arbitration panel’s determi- 
nation of the amount owed the United States for prior claims and the 
Cuban problem was solved until it sprang up anew in the 1890s. See 
also FILIBUSTERING. 


CULP’S HILL, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 


CUMMING ET AL. vy. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF RICHMOND 
COUNTY, GEORGIA (1899). In 1899, the informal system of sepa- 
rate education in the South and elsewhere received the blessing of the 
highest court in the land. In the case of Cumming et al. v. Board of 
Education of Richmond County, Georgia (not Plessy v. Ferguson 
[q.v.] as commonly supposed, which handled segregation in public 
accommodations), public education was determined to be a state and 
local function as determined by the taxes raised and beyond the scope 
of the Fourteenth Amendment’s (q.v.) “equal protection of the laws” 
clause and segregation of education per se was determined not on its 
face discriminatory. The Supreme Court (q.v.) was unanimous in its 
opinion, unlike Plessy, in which Justice John Marshall Harlan of 
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Kentucky had dissented. But the decision gave the green light to the 
South’s unequal approach to segregated education. 


CUMMINGS y. MISSOURI (1866). See GARLAND, EX PARTE 
(1866). 


CURTIS, GEORGE W. See CIVIL SERVICE REFORM. 


-D- 


DABNEY’S MILLS, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 
DALLAS, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 
DARWIN, CHARLES. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


DAVIS, EDMUND J. (1827-1883). The Scalawag (q.v.) governor of 
Texas during Reconstruction, Edmund J. Davis was born in St. Au- 
gustine, Florida. He moved to Texas with his widowed mother when 
he was ten years old. Settling at Galveston, he read law, was admit- 
ted to the bar, and practiced his profession at Corpus Christi, Laredo, 
and Brownsville. He was deputy collector of customs at Laredo in the 
early 1850s and then elected district attorney at Brownsville. His ser- 
vice impressed the right people and he was made district judge for the 
Lower Rio Grande Valley, a position held until he refused to take an 
oath to the Confederacy. Davis was defeated in the election to the se- 
cession convention, to which some attributed his Union support. But 
it is more likely that he internalized Union feelings prevalent 
throughout most of the border region, dependent as it was on the fed- 
eral government for its economic activity and protection. 

During the war, Davis organized a Union cavalry regiment. He was 
captured soon after and barely escaped being hanged for treason 
against Texas and the South. He returned to the Ist Texas (Union) 
Cavalry, composed of local Hispanics, Union men, and a few Con- 
federate deserters, and led it on a raid to Laredo, but was defeated by 
Rebel troops led by Santos Benavides (giving some idea of the mul- 
ticultural recruits employed by both sides in this area). He was then 
transferred to the Louisiana theater, where he and his regiment served 
the rest of the war, Davis being promoted to brigadier general. After 
the war, he declined an appointment to the Texas supreme court of- 
fered by Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.). 
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But Davis did take a consistent, loyal position in Texas politics, 
lamenting the lack of a true Republican Party (q.v.) in 1866, when the 
state went back to proto-Confederate rule. He recommended that a 
loyal state militia be organized to protect Texas’s Union population, 
which included a fourth of all whites as well as all of the former 
slaves. He also took the lead in suggesting that Union men organize 
their own convention of all men, black and white, pledged to univer- 
sal manhood suffrage and declaring themselves Republicans. Davis 
was a man ahead of his time, but his idea was taken up by others at 
Houston a year later after passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts 
(q.v.). Delegates of both races from twenty-seven counties attended 
and agreed to promote the Republican Party through the use of Union 
Loyal Leagues (q.v.). 

In 1868, Davis was elected delegate to the state constitutional con- 
vention, where he became the convention chairman. The Texas con- 
vention process was held up by a philosophical division between Re- 
publicans that was exploited by Conservative Democrat delegates. 
Essentially, the Republicans divided over whether they should dis- 
franchise former Confederate whites in the new constitution, divide 
the state into former Rebel, African American, and Union white-dom- 
inated states (Texas had a special provision in the Compromise of 
1850 [q.v.] that permitted it to be divided into as many as five states), 
and adopt a provision of ab initio (q.v.) (declaring all legal acts com- 
mitted since 1861 secession as null and void). Davis led the Radical 
Republicans who favored all three positions. 

With Davis using the power of the chair to their advantage, they fi- 
nally moved the convention to authorize the division of the state 
through several doubtful parliamentary procedures, including voting 
without a quorum. Davis also proposed that all voters take an oath that 
was similar to the Union’s wartime ironclad oath (q.v.)— that the voter 
had never directly or indirectly willingly aided or abetted the Confed- 
erate cause. This measure was defeated when four African American 
Republicans crossed over and voted with the Moderates. The result 
was a document that recognized universal manhood suffrage (the del- 
egates had considered offering the franchise to women, but eventually 
dropped the issue), the supremacy of the U.S. Constitution as 
amended and all federal treaties and laws, the full freedom of the 
blacks, easier access to corporate charter, state financing of internal 
improvements, and a dual (segregated) public education system. 
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Meanwhile, the Radicals met in a party convention (boycotted by 
the Moderates) at Houston and nominated Davis. It was then that 
Davis pulled off the most brilliant political maneuver of the election. 
The Houston platform was almost an exact duplicate of the Moder- 
ates’, an acceptance of the Constitution and everything it stood for. 
The whole state was aghast. What had the past two year’s political in- 
fighting been about anyhow? Where were disfranchisement, division 
of the state, and ab initio? Ultra-Radicals were enraged, but they re- 
ally had no place to go. They would in the end have to swallow 
Davis’s platform. The Moderates cried foul. The Radicals had stolen 
their platform. Moreover, the state was rife with rumors that the 
commander of Texas, Bvt. Maj. Gen. J. J. Reynolds (q.v.), would sup- 
port the Davis ticket in exchange for a U.S. Senate seat under the new 
government, a proposal the moderate candidate had already refused 
to make on his own, over the objections of his political managers. 
Both sides went to Washington to obtain the support of the Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.) administration. Grant chose to support the Radicals. 

The result was a Radical electoral win in December 1869, with the 
erstwhile support of Gen. Reynolds. The Davis administration, the 
only Republican administration elected in Texas during Reconstruc- 
tion, remains highly controversial to this day. It would probably be 
fair to say that Davis ruled from an impossible position as he lacked 
a true majority vote, and that he made some unfortunate decisions, 
often with the best intentions, that backfired. Continuation of white 
violence led Davis to call for a “black and tan” (q.v.) state militia to 
replace the army, which now moved to the frontier, and a state police 
to replace the rebellion-tainted Texas Rangers. Recent studies credit 
the militia and police with more ability than once supposed, although 
the state adjutant general absconded to Europe with nearly $40,000 
in state funds. Their major obstacle to white Texans was their high 
proportion of black officers and rank and file, and Davis’s declaration 
of martial law to protect African American and loyal white citizens. 
But they kept the law, especially around polling time. 

Another Davis program later condemned for its expense was the 
creation of the segregated public school system. Like most Recon- 
struction state institutions in most Southern states, this system was 
highly centralized, with appointments made in Austin. The Democrats 
(q.v.) would keep the system after Redemption (q.v.) but return it to 
local control, which effectively gutted it as far as blacks were con- 
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cerned. Commerce and industry received a boost from the Republican 
legislature, and the state debt went up as much from needed expenses 
for increased public services as fraud. Interestingly, the Democrats 
continued to assist transportation projects as much as the Republicans 
had after Redemption. Perhaps the dumbest thing that Davis did from 
a public relations point of view was pardon the Kiowa-Comanche 
chiefs Satanta and Big Tree, after their companion Satank had been 
“shot while trying to escape” up at Ft. Sill in Indian Territory. 

By 1873, it was obvious that the Republicans were done for in 
Texas. This time whites would turn out en masse to vote for Davis’s 
Democratic opponent, Richard Coke. As expected, the totals showed 
Coke with a large majority, but Davis seized upon a technicality to 
sue for retention of his office. His contention maintained that a new 
election law had repealed only the first part of the old ordinance, but 
not the second part that required that the election last for four days (it 
had not). Since the two sections were separated by a semicolon, 
punctuation being very important in many types of legal documents, 
the suit became known as the Semicolon Case. Both sides sent armed 
men to Austin to defend their man. The Radicals appealed to Grant 
for military assistance to save Texas from “Ku Klux Democracy.” 
Grant said that the dispute involved state law and the federal govern- 
ment had no interest in it. He lectured Davis on the need to yield to 
the voice of the people. 

Faced with no help from Washington, outnumbered in the military 
realm, and with the people and politicians ignoring the Semicolon 
Case, which Davis had won in a Republican-dominated court, the 
governor stepped down. The Democrats wisely refrained from any 
overt violence so that Grant would have no reason to change his mind 
about federal intervention. Davis stayed on in Austin and practiced 
law. He headed the Texas Republican Party until his death, running 
for governor once again in 1880 (he lost by 100,000 votes). He was 
considered for a position in the Chester A. Arthur cabinet but failed 
to win a previous congressional election, which caused Arthur to rec- 
ognize him as a potential political liability. He was never accused of 
personal dishonesty at any time. His personal and social conduct re- 
mained above reproach in every way. His belief in the Union cause 
never slackened either. He never thought that his fellow Texans were 
anything but unreconstructed Rebels. As unchanged as they were, 
Davis died in 1883, a Scalawag to the end, and proud of it. 
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DAVIS, HENRY WINTER (1817-1865). Born at Annapolis, Mary- 
land, Henry Winter Davis was the son of an Episcopal rector who was 
the president of St. Johns College. He was raised in an upper-class 
setting and graduated from Kenyon College in 1837 with an educa- 
tion in the classics and an interest and skill in forensics. He went on 
to study law at the University of Virginia and practiced his profession 
at Alexandria and then Baltimore, where he lived the rest of his life. 
A polished orator, Davis was a Baltimore politician of the old Whig 
Party (q.v.). He was elected to Congress in 1855 and served three 
terms before being retired for two years and then returned for one 
more term that ended just before his premature death. Much of his 
political power was built off a gang of dockworkers known as the 
“pug uglies,” who often rioted in select places on election day, scar- 
ing off opposition voters to Davis’s advantage. 

In Congress he was known for his outspokenness and hatred of the 
Democrats (q.v.). He spoke out against the crooked, proslave 
Lecompton Constitution in Kansas and criticized the James 
Buchanan (q.v.) administration in every respect. In 1859, he cast his 
vote for the Republicans (q.v.) to organize the U.S. House of Repre- 
sentatives, giving them control of the body for the first time in their 
existence. Davis’s vote earned him the castigation of “Black Repub- 
lican” and the censure of the Maryland state assembly, which cost 
him his reelection in 1861. 

By his 1863 reelection, Davis appealed to white, middle-class 
town dwellers, small farmers, and artisans to rid the state of the 
anachronism of slavery. He shrewdly pointed out that black soldiers 
allowed the poorer whites to stay home from the war, while the richer 
slaveholders could buy an exemption. Using the aid of Federal sol- 
diers to shield his crooked election day antics, Davis and his Radical 
Republicans (q.v.) elected an emancipationist majority to the state 
legislature. On 1 November 1864, the drive to free the slaves met 
with success. Davis went on to champion black suffrage, seeing in 
the black vote a way for his political machine to move into previously 
Democratic bastions. 

Along with his U.S. Senate ally, Benjamin Wade (q.v.) of Ohio, 
Davis introduced the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.) into Congress. When 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) pocket vetoed the bill, the two men 
issued their Wade-Davis Manifesto (q.v.). A civil libertarian, Davis 
believed that President Lincoln had overstepped his powers as presi- 
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dent when he denied the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.) and relied on 
military courts to try wartime dissenters. He also stood forthrightly 
against the notion prevalent then of transporting the freed slaves to 
the Caribbean or back to Africa, maintaining that they had earned the 
right to be Americans through their labor and service in the Union 
armies. At the height of his state power, Davis died of pneumonia in 
December 1865. 


DAVIS, JEFFERSON (1808-1889). Jefferson Davis was born in Ken- 
tucky but his family soon removed to Mississippi. There he was ed- 
ucated in private schools before returning to Kentucky to attend Tran- 
sylvania College. Receiving an appointment to the U.S. Military 
Academy, where he was a contemporary of Robert E. Lee, Joseph E. 
Johnston, and Albert Sidney Johnston (qq.v), Davis graduated in 
1828. He served as an officer for seven years along the western fron- 
tier. In 1835, he married the daughter of his regimental colonel, 
Zachary Taylor (q.v.). He resigned his commission and took his new 
wife to a plantation in the Felicianas north of Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, where she died of a fever. Heartbroken, Davis lived the 
life of a recluse for several years at his brother Joseph’s landholdings 
back in Mississippi. 

Through the influence of his brother, Davis read widely and reen- 
tered public life in 1843 as a candidate for Congress. He lost the elec- 
tion but did serve as a presidential elector in 1844 for James K. Polk. 
He stood for Congress again in 1845, won the election, but resigned 
his seat when the War with Mexico broke out. Davis had the necessary 
influence and education to become the colonel of the First Mississippi 
Rifle Regiment, which was called the Red Shirts. Davis took a con- 
spicuous part in several battles, the most important being Buena Vista. 

Davis parlayed his military reputation into a national political ca- 
reer in the 1850s. He was elected to the U.S. Senate, served as chair- 
man of the military affairs committee, and spoke out for the retention 
of all of Mexico conquered by the United States during the war, on 
behalf of Southern rights in the debates over the Compromise of 1850 
(q.v.), and even suggested that the South secede rather than submit to 
what he saw as Yankee perfidy, stealing the fruits of war by prevent- 
ing the westward movement of slavery. He resigned his seat and went 
home to run for governor on the secessionist ticket, but lost the race 
to a Union man by less than 1,000 votes. 
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The loss discredited Davis much, but he recovered when his old 
friend, Franklin Pierce, invited Davis to come to Washington and 
serve as secretary of war. He became one of the most innovative sec- 
retaries the Department of War ever had. He experimented with 
camels as beasts of burden, established numerous forts to protect 
western travelers, and reorganized the numerous types of mounted 
regiments (dragoons, mounted rifles, and cavalry) in the army into 
five units of modern light cavalry. He also supported the building of 
a transcontinental railroad and was instrumental in getting the Gads- 
den Purchase to make it possible to have a southern route out of New 
Orleans or Memphis. 

At the end of Pierce’s term, Mississippi returned Davis to the Sen- 
ate. There he stood for the repeal of the Missouri Compromise (q.v.) 
and the extension of slavery to all of the western territories. In 1860, 
Davis and other Southerners bolted the Democratic Party (q.v.) and 
set up Vice President John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) as their candidate. 
With a split in the Democratic Party, the rival Republicans (q.v.) eas- 
ily elected Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) as president. Davis was mortified, 
but he urged the nation to stay whole. Unfortunately, the crisis had 
passed beyond the control of the politicians, and the first secession of 
the Southern states (q.v.) was the result. 

Given his foot-dragging in the cause, Davis was really surprised 
when he was elected president of the provisional government of the 
Confederate States of America at Montgomery, Alabama. Davis or- 
ganized a cabinet made up of conservative Southerners like himself 
and set about to unify the South behind him. The refusal of the Lin- 
coln government to give up Fts. Sumter (Charleston, South Carolina) 
and Pickens (Pensacola, Florida) forced the Confederates to fire the 
first shot or look less than independent. The result was to unify the 
South (and the North) and cause the second secession of the South- 
ern states (q.v.) and the eventual popular election of Davis to head the 
Confederate government now located at Richmond, Virginia. 

Much has been written about Davis’s inability to work with people 
of all beliefs, his favoritism to old West Point cronies, his preference 
for field command over political leadership (he had a neuralgia of the 
eye that intensified while he was in Richmond and mysteriously dis- 
appeared when he went out into the countryside to campaign or in- 
spect the troops), and his willingness to argue an issue to its fine 
points. But he did manage to take a nation built from scratch and in 
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four years nearly break up the whole United States. There was prob- 
ably no other who could have done better. 

As president Davis instituted the first national conscription (q.v.) 
of soldiers, preserved the writ of habeas corpus and free speech de- 
spite the war and many outspoken opponents in the South (groups 
against him were either more radical in their pursuit of independence 
or openly pro-Union), moderated those who wished to reopen the 
slave trade, kept the tariff low, instituted a secret service (q.v.) that 
probably surpassed the modern Central Intelligence Agency in its au- 
dacity, and obtained the enlistment of black Confederate fighting 
men in exchange for their independence. He put a million men in the 
field out of a white population of seven million and required the 
North to raise twice that number to defeat him. Even as the final cam- 
paign began in 1865, Davis and Robert E. Lee were planning to unite 
with the remaining Rebel forces in North Carolina to defeat the 
Union armies in detail. He fled South, hoping to get out to the west- 
ern part of the Confederacy, but was taken by Union cavalry in Geor- 
gia, allegedly dressed in a woman’s shawl, which soon became a full 
set of clothes as the story grew in the Northern yellow journalistic 
sheets of the day. Some historians believe that the reason he tried to 
escape was because of Lincoln’s assassination (q.v.). But more recent 
research revealed his departure was a part of an involved plan gone 
awry, because of Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) unexpectedly 
quick pursuit of Lee’s army. 

Davis spent the next two years under arrest in Fortress Monroe, 
Virginia. President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) refused to set Davis free, 
but he and his government did not charge him either. After much 
thought they decided to try Davis for treason. Johnson set up a spe- 
cial board made up of the attorney general and several prominent at- 
torneys to prefer the charges. Meanwhile, Davis’s attorney, a promi- 
nent Democrat, Charles O’Connor of New York, moved for a writ of 
habeas corpus (q.v.). This would force the government to bring 
charges against Davis or grant him bail. Finally, Special Prosecutor 
William M. Evarts appeared and told the court that the government’s 
case was not ready and that Davis could be put out on bail. 

Davis was released on 13 May 1867 upon a bail bond signed by 
Yankee newspaperman Horace Greeley (q.v.) and other longtime 
Davis opponents who were weary with the concept of a harsh peace 
and hoped his release might bind up the wounds of war and promote 
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black civil rights and the vote. The government team then sought to 
gain an indictment. The statute of limitations for all crimes then was 
three years, which was fast approaching. But try as they might, the le- 
gal team could not agree on a way to proceed and the investigators in 
Virginia did little to help out. Meanwhile, the U.S. Senate impeached 
(q.v.) President Andrew Johnson, and he employed several of the le- 
gal team in his own defense. Davis’s trial was delayed again. 

A great revival of Davis’s reputation had taken place because of his 
stoic demeanor and apparent willingness to accept his fate. On 25 
December 1868, President Johnson issued a blanket amnesty for all 
those who took part in the rebellion, including Davis. The Virginia 
circuit court moved a nolle prosequi (no further prosecution) motion 
be entered in the Davis case and the appeal to the Supreme Court 
(q.v.) dismissed. On 26 February 1869, Davis was a free man, not li- 
able to prosecution in any jurisdiction of the United States. 

Davis traveled for a while, finally settling down in Beauvoir, a 
home near Biloxi, Mississippi, given to him by a friend. There he 
lived out his days, writing a defense of his actions as Confederate 
president (The Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government, in two 
long volumes), and relishing the role of elder statesman who had 
never surrendered, stripped of his rights as a citizen, unreconstructed 
to the end. He died in New Orleans on a business trip. His body was 
later disinterred and shipped to Richmond in a procession across a 
half-dozen Southern railroads that rivaled that of Abraham Lincoln’s 
journey to Springfield twenty-three years earlier. 


DAVIS BEND EXPERIMENT. As the Union army moved southward, 
it came across many abandoned lands and slaves, which promised the 
possibility of actually improvising a truly radical change in Southern 
society with free black laborers farming their own land. Unlike the 
Port Royal Experiment (q.v.), which was located in the south Atlantic 
Sea Islands and run by abolitionist (q.v.) idealists from New England, 
wartime western experiments in the Mississippi Valley were more 
geared to the mainstream of the Republican Party (q.v.), a hard- 
hearted practical application of the prewar free labor ideology. None 
achieved its goals more than the free labor experiment at Davis Bend, 
Mississippi, located on the Father of Waters about twenty-five miles 
south of the Confederate fortress at Vicksburg. 

The man in charge of the Davis Bend Experiment during the Civil 
War was John Eaton (q.v.), an antislavery (q.v.) man but not an abo- 
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litionist, whom Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) had placed in 
charge of the thousands of slaves who had fled slavery for security 
behind the Union army’s lines. Eaton used the old plantation system, 
hiring gangs of blacks throughout Mississippi, Tennessee, and 
Arkansas, but he reserved an independent black farmer concept for 
his showpiece at Davis Bend. The experiment at Davis Bend would 
be managed by Lt. Col. Samuel Thomas, a brash, young Ohioan “of 
the right Christian spirit,” according to Eaton. Thomas set to work, 
marked off plots ranging in size from 10 to 150 acres, and doled them 
out to the freedmen. The project was an instant success. Thomas 
noted that his black charges with their own land plots worked much 
harder than those left on a plantation system. 

News of Eaton’s experiment soon reached Washington, and an im- 
pressed President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) ordered the project to con- 
tinue in 1865. Eaton changed the formula somewhat and now estab- 
lished 181 cooperatives of three to twenty-five African American 
farmers who were given land in proportion to the size of their com- 
panies. Taking a leaf from the management book of the Joseph R. 
Davis family (his brother Jefferson Davis [q.v.] was president of the 
Confederacy), the blacks were allowed to police the farms them- 
selves and punish lawbreakers through their own courts, run solely 
by their elected leaders. Eaton also brought in teachers and estab- 
lished a half-dozen schools at Davis Bend. 

After the war, the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) took over the admin- 
istration of Davis Bend under its state assistant commissioner, 
Samuel Thomas, the same man who had begun the wartime project at 
Eaton’s behest. The land was eventually returned to Joseph R. Davis, 
its original owner, and he leased it to his former slave foreman, Ben- 
jamin Montgomery, who seemed to grate on Thomas’s soul. Perhaps 
Montgomery was too clever to suit the Yankee bureau man. Thomas 
was glad to see the blacks succeed, so long as they did it in their 
proper subordinate place. In the end, Davis and Montgomery com- 
bined to get rid of Thomas as head of the bureau in Mississippi, and 
Davis sold his land to Montgomery, his former slave, for $300,000 in 
November 1866. 

Davis Bend was one of the few labor experiments in the South that 
showed what blacks could do on their own, and it became the nucleus 
for the all-black town of Mound Bayou, when Montgomery’s high 
rental fees drove many blacks away. But it was doomed to failure by 
forces beyond the control of the successful black farmers, including 
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the pardon policy (q.v.) of President Andrew Johnson (q.v.), which 
returned the land to the Davis family to be bought by Montgomery, 
and the conservatism of the Constitution and the Republican Party 
that put restraint on such a project as land donation outside the con- 
fines of temporary wartime exigencies. 


DAY OF JUBILEE. See JUBILEE, DAY OF. 


DEEP BOTTOM, FIRST BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE 
OF. 


DEEP BOTTOM, SECOND BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, 
SIEGE OF. 


DEEP RUN, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 


DEMOCRATIC PARTY. Like their Republican (q.v.) opponents, the 
Civil War Democratic Party was composed of three major groups (or 
four, if one wishes to consider the seceded South to be mostly Dem- 
ocratic). First there were the Regular Democrats. These men were the 
largest group of Democrats, but were often ignored for the extremes. 
They generally supported the fighting of the Civil War, but reserved 
the right to criticize and vote against Republican policy, in general, 
and specific war measures, in particular. They were unwilling to hold 
office in any fusion group that included Republicans, preferring to re- 
tain their independent party label. They might best be thought of as 
the loyal opposition. 

The most important group of Democrats from the Republican 
Party point of view was the War Democrats. They were just like the 
Republicans on the war issue, so much so, that they were willing to 
fuse with the Republicans in name. Their initial leader was U.S. Sen- 
ator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) of Illinois. After he lost the election to 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), Douglas worked mightily to prevent the war. 
But when it came, he rushed to Lincoln’s side to back him up. Dou- 
glas’s death in June 1861 prevented Republican utilization of his full 
potential. But Conservative and Moderate Republicans knew that 
many more Democrats felt like Douglas. The result was the organi- 
zation of the National Union Party (q.v.), a combination of Republi- 
cans and War Democrats putting forth combined tickets to carry 
doubtful Northern wartime state and national elections. The best ex- 
ample was the candidacy of War Democrat John Brough against 
Democrat Clement L. Vallandigham (q.v.) in Ohio in 1864. 
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The third group within the Democratic Party during the Civil War 
was called the Peace Democrats. All sorts of antiwar, anti-Lincoln 
administration splinter groups were in this party wing. They were 
mislabeled “Copperheads” (q.v.) to show their latent disloyalty. 
Some wanted restoration of “the Union as it was, and the Constitu- 
tion as it is,’ without Republican meddling under cover of winning 
the war. Others wanted to call a national convention to work out 
peace and limit the power of the national government. Still others 
wanted an independent Northwest separated from New England and 
allied with the South. In any case, they dominated the Democratic 
convention and party platform in the election of 1864, although they 
could not force their candidate, George B. McClellan (q.v.), to go 
along with them. After the war, the Peace Democrats would be an al- 
batross to the other Regular Democrats, too close to the defeated 
Confederacy for loyal men to vote their way in the elections of 1868 
and 1872 (qq.v.). By 1876, they would win the popular vote but 
loose the electoral vote in the shenanigans that led to the Compro- 
mise of 1877 (q.v.). 


DISEASE. By the time of the Civil War, medical researchers had seen 
all of the dots and rods that cause disease, but no one had yet been 
able to posit a germ theory of medicine. So the soldiers were left with 
the same home remedies that had served for centuries, to no real avail 
in curing the maladies that afflicted all humans. The Civil War merely 
increased the sicknesses contracted because it put so many men to- 
gether in filthy circumstances. About two-thirds of the deaths were 
from disease, not wounds (q.v.) from combat. Generally, diseases at 
this time were listed under two big headings —miasmatic and nonmi- 
asmatic—and everything that did not fit was thrown into something 
called “unclassified disease.” 

Miasma was the poisonous gases that arose from swamps and 
other stagnant places. Everybody guarded against being exposed to 
miasma. The farther South one lived, the more influential miasma 
was believed to be. Hence, the best remedy for these types of disease 
was care in a well-ventilated area and a cathartic to flush the poisons 
out of the body. Then a slew of home remedies might be employed. 
But by the time of the Civil War the only remedy that really worked 
was quinine administered on a daily basis. The taste was so bitter that 
it was usually disguised with a healthy dose of whiskey. Under such 
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a system, soldiers took their medicine merely for the liquor ration 
that went with it. When quinine ran low, the Southern soldier drank a 
substitute concoction of turpentine and whiskey. 

The Civil War soldier was plagued with miasmatic fevers. There 
were intermittent fevers, usually related to malaria (or mal aire), cor- 
rectly attributed to the proximity of swamps, but not to the mosquito 
they bred; continued fevers, also known as camp fever or crowd poi- 
soning, such as typhoid and typhus, generally caused by lack of 
proper sanitation in unclean camps, food, water, and unwashed per- 
sons infected with lice (known by the same moniker as the Confed- 
erate soldiers, “graybacks”); and eruptive fevers, related to mumps, 
measles, chicken pox (all real killers in the rural population that made 
up Civil War soldiery), smallpox (against which soldiers North and 
South were vaccinated), erysipelas (associated with stuffy winter 
quarters, lancing the blisters of which could be complicated by pneu- 
monia, gangrene, and septicemia), yellow fever (especially along the 
coasts), scarlet fever, glanders, dengue, and milk sickness. 

Nonmiasmatic diseases were caused by cold and dampness rather 
than miasma. Chief among these were pneumonia, assorted if lesser 
bronchial infections, rheumatism, charley horse from strained mus- 
cles, septicemia or blood poisoning, arthritis, and scurvy (the desic- 
cated vegetables designed to combat it lost vitamins A and C in 
preparation and storage). Nutritional maladies such as night blind- 
ness and pellagra also existed. But the most common indicator of the 
poor sanitation of the Civil War camp was the raging bouts of diar- 
rhea and dysentery, most of which were a result of poor food prepa- 
ration. It was not uncommon for broth not eaten at one meal to sit un- 
attended the rest of the day to be served again lukewarm and full of 
bacteria, viruses, and developing parasites. 

Then there was a host of ailments that were not classified as mias- 
matic or nonmiasmatic. One of these was called the “Army Itch,” 
which was scabies. It was, like most Civil War ailments, a hygiene 
problem. Tetanus, or what the troops called lockjaw, was brought 
about because so much of soldier life was spent in barns and in horse- 
and cattle-grazing fields. And there was the renown camp disease of 
nostalgia, brought on by the monotony of being away from home and 
literally bored to death, especially in winter camp. 

The latter condition often led to troops doing their best to contract 
one of the numerous venereal diseases from the numerous camp fol- 
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lowers, or prostitutes, who overran any town near an army camp. The 
problem became so bad in occupied Nashville that the army provost 
marshals tried to ship the women out. When that did not work, they 
joined the authorities in Washington and began to register the houses 
and their occupants. In Washington, the whorehouses were actually 
rated and classified according to cleanliness and services provided. 

Because venereal disease is caused by microscopic organisms and 
bacteria, the very things that the Civil War doctor and patient were 
ignorant about, diagnosis was complicated until the disease raged 
full. “Spend a night with Venus and a life with Mercury,” went the old 
saw. Often, the treatment involved inserting a hot wire up the dis- 
eased member. Other treatments included potassium iodine, corro- 
sive stimulants, lunar caustic, calomel, black draughts, emetics, blis- 
tering, iron, quinine, and chloroform. Home remedies included 
pokeroots, elder, sarsaparilla, sassafras, jessamine, prickly ash, silk- 
weed root, resin, blue vitriol, and God knows what else. 

It was estimated that one-third of the veterans who died in Old Sol- 
diers and Sailors Homes after the war, North and South, passed away 
from the prolonged effects of venereal disease. No wonder, as the 
programs of veterans’ reunions were liberally filled with advertise- 
ments to visit local establishments and remember the joys of the war. 
One medical investigator wondered how many wives and children 
went to their graves rotted by the hidden stuff brought home by their 
men. As one soldier lamented years later, he wished his pals had pur- 
sued the enemy as eagerly as they did the whores. It would have 
made for a shorter war. 


DOUGLAS, STEPHEN A. (1813-1861). Originally from Vermont, 
Stephen A. Douglas studied at the Canandaigua, New York, Academy 
before setting out for Illinois. He studied law and taught school at 
Jacksonville, and was admitted to the bar in 1834. Between 1835 and 
1843, he served the Democratic Party (q.v.) and his state as state’s at- 
torney, state legislator, secretary of state, and judge of the state 
supreme court. He was usually addressed as “Judge,” but his nick- 
name was the “Little Giant.” 

In 1843, Douglas was elected to the U.S. House for two terms, and 
in 1847 he went to the U.S. Senate, where he served until his death 
fourteen years later. Douglas was an expansionist on both Oregon and 
Texas, a supporter of the War with Mexico, an opponent of the Wilmot 


184 © DOUGLASS, FREDERICK (CA. 1817-1895) 


Proviso (q.v.), and an advocate of the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.). In- 
deed, it was Douglas who got the compromise through the Senate by 
dividing the Omnibus Bill (q.v.) into its component parts. Through his 
first wife, he was the manager of a Mississippi plantation with over 
100 slaves and thus had a personal connection to slavery in the South. 

Douglas was leader of the Young America (q.v.) expansionist 
movement in the 1850s and a practitioner of “Spread Eagle foreign 
policy” (q.v.). As chairman of the committee on territories, Douglas 
came to back popular sovereignty (q.v.), a concept forced upon him 
by senior Southern Democrats. Douglas sponsored the Kansas-Ne- 
braska Act (q.v.), but he opposed the pro-Southern Lecompton Con- 
stitution (q.v.) as a violation of popular sovereignty, which caused 
him to break with President James Buchanan (q.v.) and alienate the 
Southern wing of his party. 

In 1858, Douglas accepted the challenge to debate his opponent for 
the U.S. Senate seat from Illinois, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). Even 
though the election was by the state legislature, the two men toured 
the state and made seven speeches to influence the vote. In the 
Freeport debate, Douglas admitted that a territory could prevent slav- 
ery from coming in during the territorial stages of government sim- 
ply by not passing positive laws in its favor. This “Freeport Doctrine” 
(q.v.) was a violation of his popular sovereignty concept, which 
gained him the senatorial election in 1858 but cost him the presiden- 
tial election in 1860, when the South bolted the party. Douglas made 
many attempts to compromise to avoid the coming of the Civil War, 
but to no avail. He died from typhoid in 1861, his body already 
weakened from exhaustion. 


DOUGLASS, FREDERICK (ca. 1817-1895). Born a slave in Talbot 
County, Maryland, of a black mother, Harriet Bailey, and an unknown 
white father, and originally named Frederick Augustus Washington 
Bailey, Frederick experienced the usual travail of slavery —neglect, 
cruelty, hard work, and some indulgence—but he chaffed most under 
the very tyranny that was slavery, the restraint of the ambition of a 
very talented person. He struck back at his cruelest master and learned 
the value of well-placed resistance. He was sent to Baltimore to be- 
come a house servant and learned to read and write with the con- 
nivance of his mistress. In 1838, he escaped to New York City and as- 
sumed the name under which he became famous: Frederick Douglass. 
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In New York, Douglass married a free woman of color whom he 
had met in Baltimore and they went to Massachusetts, where he 
worked as a common laborer. There for the first time he came into in- 
timate contact with abolitionists (q.v.), and, upon hearing him speak 
to a group of blacks at a local meeting, the Massachusetts Antislav- 
ery Society hired him as an agent on the spot. He then began what 
would be a lifelong commitment to free blacks from slavery and the 
pernicious effects of the second-class citizenship that followed. In the 
process he was mobbed, beaten, mocked, and humiliated by being re- 
fused access to public accommodations, but he never faltered in his 
task. 

Douglass had a commanding presence. He was over six feet in 
height and did not lower his eyes, mumble apologies, smile, and shyly 
step back as so many blacks of his time did, slave or free. He was sim- 
ply too much of a presence to be imagined as ever having been in 
bondage. To prove his story, Douglass wrote his memoirs of slavery 
in 1845, a volume that white friends urged him to burn as it was too 
daring in content and so self-implicating that they feared he might be 
reclaimed as a fugitive and resold into slavery. But Douglass pub- 
lished his narrative and then took a vacation to Europe to let the heat 
die down. In Britain, he noticed immediately how differently he was 
treated; for the first time in his life he was truly a free man. Here he 
began to change from a man concerned with emancipation of his peo- 
ple to one who would become the premier spokesman for their social 
equality and African American economic and spiritual freedom. Be- 
sides abolition, Douglass supported advancing the rights of women, 
and counseled John Brown in his raid on Harpers Ferry (q.v.). The lat- 
ter incident led to a call in Virginia for his arrest, so Douglass again 
left the country, going to Canada and Britain to lecture for the next six 
months until the chance of apprehension blew over. 

The Civil War brought Douglass to the forefront of black liberation 
activities. He spoke against slavery as the true cause of the war and 
called for immediate freedom for all slaves. He worked hard for the 
right of blacks to enlist and help emancipate themselves. He was in- 
strumental in the organization of the 54th and 55th Massachusetts 
(Colored) Volunteer Infantry Regiments, to whose service he con- 
tributed two sons. He hinted that the war could not have been won but 
for the help of the black volunteers. He conferred with President Abra- 
ham Lincoln (q.v.), which raised his stature to the most important 
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African American in the country. During Reconstruction, Douglass 
urged Congress to grant the right to vote and secure civil and social 
rights to the former slaves. For a while he was marshal and recorder 
of deeds for the District of Columbia. He also served on the San 
Domingo Commission and as U.S. minister to Haiti. 

Throughout all of the Civil War, Reconstruction, and the rest of the 
nineteenth century, Douglass sought to keep blacks and whites uni- 
fied on behalf of the cause of freedom and equality. He believed that 
the war was more than a battle for Union. It was a fight for the proper 
moral ideology that had to be guarded against what he saw as the his- 
torical amnesia implicit in the Lost Cause myth and the resurgent 
racism that accompanied it. His whole being demanded that future 
generations see the conflict from an African American and abolition 
perspective, rather than as a war where all were brave soldiers for 
their own brand of right. 

When he died in 1895, five states adopted resolutions of regret, 
and two U.S. senators and a Supreme Court justice were among the 
honorary pall bearers. Douglass recognized that the cause of freedom 
had suffered a setback in the latter part of the nineteenth century, but 
he was not without hope. He never ceased seeing the African Ameri- 
can as the yardstick of American democracy by which all other things 
must be measured. 


DRAFT EVASION. See CONSCRIPTION AND DRAFT EVASION; 
CONFEDERATE AND UNION. 


DRED SCOTT yv. SANFORD (1857). In 1857, the Democrats (q.v.) 
were the only truly national political party. They fought the Republi- 
cans in the North and the Whig-Americans (qq.v.) in the South. The 
other parties could go out to the extremes on various issues, espe- 
cially slavery, but the Democrats had to moderate their views to at- 
tract voters from all sections of the country. Democrats naively hoped 
that the Dred Scott case, perhaps the most controversial decision of 
the antebellum era, would put the issue of slavery in the territories be- 
hind the United States and allow the country to move on to more 
pressing political issues such as settlement of the West and the build- 
ing of the transcontinental railroad and party building, graft, and cor- 
ruption as usual back East. 

One reason the Democrats were naive in their expectations was 
that the Supreme Court (q.v.) had a majority of Southern sympathiz- 
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ers. President James Buchanan (q.v.) violated good protocol when he 
actively intervened with one justice from Pennsylvania to get him to 
vote with the Southerners to give the decision a nonsectional appear- 
ance. Buchanan even went so far as to hint at the case’s outcome in 
his inaugural speech. He asked all good citizens to submit to the 
Court’s decision as he would. 

The facts of the case were these. Dred Scott was a slave, and had 
been all his life, in Missouri. He was owned by Dr. John Emerson, an 
army surgeon. Emerson legally bought Scott while the doctor was 
employed at Jefferson Barracks near St. Louis. As an army doctor, 
Emerson changed posts a lot. His next duty station was Ft. Armstrong 
at Rock Island, Illinois, a Free State. Scott took his slave Dred Scott 
there with him, even though Illinois was free territory under the 
Northwest Ordinance (1787) and by its own state constitution (1818). 
Then Emerson was ordered to Ft. Snelling in Minnesota Territory, 
free soil under the Missouri Compromise (1820) (q.v.). He took his 
slave Dred Scott with him. While there, Scott married another slave, 
Harriet, whom Emerson bought at Dred Scott’s request. The two 
African Americans had a child, Eliza, born on a Mississippi River 
steamboat between Iowa and Illinois, both Free States (1846 and 
1818, respectively). 

After returning to St, Louis, the doctor died in 1843, passing the 
slave property along to his wife and daughter. Mrs. Emerson’s 
brother was John F. A. Sanford, who was executor to the estate, and 
he moved to St. Louis from New York. Sanford regularly hired Dred 
Scott out, a common practice then in Southern states. Scott even went 
to Mexico during the war as an officer’s aide. Slavery had been ille- 
gal there since 1821. Scott came back to St. Louis after the war and 
asked to buy himself and his family out of slavery. Mrs. Emerson, 
through Sanford, refused. Scott then sued in state court for his free- 
dom, on the grounds he had been illegally enslaved in a free territory 
and a Free State. The Missouri district court found him to be free. The 
state supreme court overturned the decision. 

By now Scott was something of a cause célébre. He attracted big- 
name lawyers, Frank Blair Jr. and Edward Bates. They appealed the 
case to the U.S. federal courts on the legal fiction that Scott was a 
citizen of Missouri and Sanford was still a resident of New York. 
Meanwhile, Mrs. Emerson fell in love and married Dr. Calvin Chaf- 
fee, an abolitionist, and moved with him to his Massachusetts home. 
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He convinced her to set Scott free, no matter what the court’s deci- 
sion was. The US. district court ruled Scott was still a slave. Just be- 
fore the election of 1856, the case went to the nine-member U.S. 
Supreme Court (seven Democrats—five of whom were slavehold- 
ers—one Whig, and one Republican), with Chief Justice Roger B. 
Taney (q.v.), a prominent Maryland slaveholder and Jacksonian 
Democrat, presiding. 

The Court ruled seven to two that Dred Scott was still a slave. But 
no one could agree as to why. Each judge wrote a separate opinion. 
For all practical purposes, it was the opinion of the chief justice that 
became the reason why. Taney gave three reasons why Scott was still 
a slave. 

First, Scott had no right to even bring suit. He claimed to be a cit- 
izen of Missouri, but no black person could be a citizen of that or 
most free or slave states. Taney should have stopped right there and 
thrown the case out of court. But he and the South had been waiting 
too long for him to quit now. 

Second, Taney ruled that Scott’s mere residence in a free territory 
or a Free State did not liberate him. This was because the U.S. Con- 
stitution gave slave owners an extraterritorial protection to hold their 
slaves by law anywhere in the United States. Further, as far as terri- 
tories went, slavery was legal there until the territory became a state, 
whereupon the new state could vote to become free or remain slave- 
holding. Just as Congress could not legislate against slavery without 
a constitutional amendment, neither could a creature of Congress, 
like a territory. In other words, squatter sovereignty (q.v.) (the Dem- 
ocratic Party [q.v.] platform of 1848) was wrong, as was the Mis- 
souri Compromise in 1820; and popular sovereignty (q.v.) (the Dem- 
ocratic Party platform of 1852 and 1856) was correct, as was the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act in 1854 (q.v.). The Republican Party (q.v.) 
platform of 1856 calling for no slavery in the territories was uncon- 
stitutional. 

Finally, no citizen (white male) could be denied his slave property 
without due process of law, under the Fifth Amendment, which in the 
case a of slave in transit or temporary residence would involve the 
need of a constitutional amendment. 

Rather than deciding the slavery issue, Taney caused a firestorm 
that energized all antislavery (q.v.) proponents throughout the North 
and caused Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) to campaign against the Dred 
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Scott case in the Illinois U.S. Senate race. He would take on incum- 
bent Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates (q.v.). 


DREWRY’S BLUFF, BATTLES OF. Located just southeast of Rich- 
mond on the James River, Drewry’s Bluff was the single most im- 
portant geographical feature defending the Confederate capital from 
a riverborne assault. Massive naval cannon adorned its heights, sited 
on a river bend that caused Yankee gunboats to make inviting targets 
as they slowed to turn. In 1862, at the beginning of the Peninsula 
Campaign (q.v.), the Union navy had tried to run the guns and take 
Richmond ahead of the army, but failed in a hail of accurate cannon 
fire. As the war progressed, Drewry’s Bluff was backed up by Rebel 
gunboats and ironclad ships and the river blocked by contact and 
electrically fired torpedoes (what nowadays would be called naval 
mines). 

In 1864, Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) ordered Maj. Gen. Ben 
Butler’s (q.v.) Army of the James to advance from Fortress Monroe 
up the south side of the James and operate against the Confederate 
capital, while Grant held Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Confederate 
army in check on the Rappahannock River farther north. Taking river 
transports up to City Point and a loop in the river known as the 
Bermuda Hundred, Butler disembarked his men on 4 May, the same 
day Grant began his own Richmond Campaign (q.v.). The Confeder- 
ate commander in the area was Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (q.v.), but 
his temporary illness left the defense in the charge of Maj. Gen. 
George E. Pickett. He managed to hold off Butler from taking Pe- 
tersburg in a series of small actions until Butler withdrew into the 
Bermuda Hundred loop on 11 May. 

By now Beauregard was on the field. Surmising correctly that But- 
ler was going to bypass Petersburg for a drive on Richmond, he con- 
centrated his men at Drewry’s Bluff. Butler managed to drive the 
Confederates back to the inner ring of fortifications, but then he 
stopped and set up defensive positions of his own. For the first time 
in the war, Butler’s men strung telegraph wire just off the ground in 
front of their lines to trip attacking Confederates. The navy planned 
to assist Butler with gunboats, but the James proved too low to per- 
mit them to proceed. 

Beauregard now took the offensive. He assaulted Butler’s right 
flank, driving back the Union troops there. But Butler managed to 
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hold on until the end of the day. Then he retreated back to the 
Bermuda Hundred (17 May). Beauregard followed, and Butler found 
himself trapped by a growing line of Confederate trenches across the 
neck of Bermuda Hundred. He was jokingly referred to as the “Bot- 
tle Imp,” who had been “corked” in place by Beauregard’s actions. 
And there he stayed, his position becoming a part of the Petersburg 
siege with the approach of Grant and Lee in June. Butler lost 4,000 
in these operations, while the Rebels took 2,500 casualties. 


DUBUCLET, ANTOINE (1810-1887). The black treasurer of the state 
of Louisiana from 1868 to 1878, Antoine Dubuclet was born a free 
man of color in Iberville Parish. His father was a landholder and 
slaveholder of some wealth, not a rare occurrence in pre—Civil War 
Louisiana, whose early death sent the remaining Dubuclets to New 
Orleans, where his mother hoped to educate them better. Antoine, 
however, remained behind on the plantation. As eldest son, already 
educated at home, he managed the sugar production until 1834, when 
the land was divided among him and his ten brothers and sisters. By 
1864 his property holdings were worth almost $100,000, including 
more than 100 slaves. This made him the wealthiest free black in 
Louisiana and the South, and one of the richest men in all Louisiana, 
regardless of color, to boot. In the fashion of the time, Dubuclet sent 
his children to France to be educated free from the baneful influences 
of slavery and racial discrimination. 

The coming of the Civil War caused great changes in the planta- 
tion system of the South, particularly in Louisiana. Dubuclet would 
now have to hire his labor. Although there is no record of his Civil 
War experiences, civilian or military, Dubuclet emerged during Re- 
construction as a loyal supporter of the Military Reconstruction Acts 
(q.v.) and the Republican (q.v.) regime in the state. Not a member of 
the conventions in 1864 or 1867, Dubuclet was important enough in 
party circles to be placed on the Republican ticket as nominee for 
state treasurer and was elected in 1868 along with the rest of the 
Henry Clay Warmoth (q.v.) regime. 

Dubuclet served as state treasurer under three governors, War- 
moth, P. B. S. Pinchback (q.v.), and William P. Kellogg (q.v.). Only 
the latter could really be seen as interested in assisting Dubuclet in re- 
ducing the state’s indebtedness, which was accomplished by a fund- 
ing bill that converted the whole amount owed into bonds redeemable 
in forty years. Because Dubuclet’s term would be up in 1878, he was 
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retained in office by the Redeemers (q.v.), who took over in the elec- 
tion of 1876 (q.v.). The legislature subjected him and his department 
to an intensive investigation, but Dubuclet, despite some trifling ir- 
regularities, ranks as one of the cleanest politicians of his era. Dubu- 
clet decided not to run in 1878, a divided Republican Party having lit- 
tle success in fielding a winning ticket, anyhow. Dubuclet returned to 
his Iberville Parish estate, which he eventually sold to his son, and 
lived there with his mistress, his second wife having died. He passed 
away in 1887. 


DUNN, OSCAR J. (ca. 1820-1871). Born of an unknown father and a 
free woman of color who ran a rooming house for white actors, Os- 
car J. Dunn was apprenticed to a painter and plasterer in New Or- 
leans. He had no formal education, but somewhere along the line, 
probably from his mother’s boarders, he picked up a good command 
of language, written and oral, and he was noted as an excellent fiddle 
player. He was not enamored with his life as an apprentice, which 
was expressed by his running away numerous times. He later took up 
the trade of barber, buying his own shop, and he also taught music. 
With the occupation of New Orleans, he established an employment 
office for the newly freed slaves as freedmen and later worked as an 
inspector for the federal Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and Aban- 
doned Lands (q.v.). He also registered many blacks to vote and 
helped sponsor a mock election of all races that sent carpetbagger 
Henry Clay Warmoth (qq.v.) to Congress to be seated as Louisiana’s 
“territorial representative” with no vote. 

Meanwhile, Dunn became secretary to Freedmen’s Saving and 
Trust Company and organized People’s Bakery, owned by its em- 
ployees. He was in favor of reconvening the state constitutional 
convention, and Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.) appointed him 
to the commission council of New Orleans in 1867 under powers 
granted by the Third Military Reconstruction Act (q.v.). Dunn 
backed public education, spoke out in favor of a more efficient fire- 
fighting system, the appointment of only qualified electors to city 
patronage posts, and a tighter management of city government un- 
der the mayor. When the state Republican (q.v.) convention nomi- 
nated Henry Clay Warmoth as governor in 1868, it tendered the 
lieutenant governorship to another politician. But the man refused 
the post, leaving the position open for Dunn, by now the acknowl- 
edged leader of the city’s powerful contingent of black voters. The 
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election of the Moderate Republican ticket of Warmoth and Dunn 
placed the black plasterer in power as the first African American to 
hold an executive post in Reconstruction. 

Aside from his duties as lieutenant governor of presiding over the 
state senate, Dunn was president of the board of New Orleans metro- 
politan police, a member of the senate printing committee, and pres- 
ident of the board of military pensions. He insisted that all members 
of the state senate take the ironclad oath (q.v.) before being seated, a 
step that sent several prominent Democrats (q.v.) home. It was soon 
evident that Louisiana had three aspirants to the open U.S. Senate 
seat in 1871, Warmoth, the senate president pro tem, P. B. S. Pinch- 
back (q.v.) (a black from Ohio), and Dunn. The latter had the leap 
over the other two, both of whom were carpetbaggers (q.v.) and 
hence outsiders to many in Louisiana. 

Both Warmoth and Pinchback had the reputation of being politi- 
cal hacks who would sell any position for a price. Dunn was in con- 
trast viewed as an honest man, a fact that endeared him to the 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration nationally and many voters 
of both races locally. He also managed to take over the Louisiana 
state central committee of the Republican Party, which held the 
nomination procedure in its hands. With these assets, Dunn could 
mount a creditable reform campaign for the open U.S. Senate seat 
in 1871. Of course, it being Louisiana, Warmoth and Pinchback 
also claimed to have control of their own well-bought versions of 
the state central committee, each claiming to be the regular, legal 
candidate. Suddenly, the whole picture changed dramatically as 
Dunn took sick and died. 

Although Dunn had been attended by several physicians during 
his sickness, none agreed as to the reason for the lieutenant gover- 
nor’s death. The coroner suspected arsenic poisoning (as do modern 
analyzers), a common voodoo concoction popular in the city. But 
three doctors (all white, implying to some that they were Warmoth 
hacks) signed the death certificate, making it official and negating 
an investigation. Dunn’s skilled black doctor, L. C. Roudanez, how- 
ever, was not among the signers, a fact that caused much suspicion 
then and now. 


DURHAM STATION, SURRENDER AT. See CAROLINAS CAM- 
PAIGN. 
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EARLY, JUBAL (1816-1894). From Franklin County, Virginia, Jubal 
Early was educated at local academies and the U.S. Military Acad- 
emy, where he graduated in the top half of the class of 1837. He 
fought in the Seminole War as an artillery officer, but resigned his 
commission to read law in southwestern Virginia. He was admitted to 
the bar and served in the state legislature as a Whig. He volunteered 
for the War with Mexico and served as a major of infantry. Returning 
home, he was defeated for the legislature, and turned to practicing 
law. In 1861, he was elected as a Union supporter to the Virginia 
Convention and voted against secession. 

When the war began, Early was commissioned as colonel of the 24th 
Virginia Infantry. He fought at the First Battle of Manassas (q.v.) and 
received a promotion to brigadier general shortly thereafter. He led his 
brigade until he replaced his division commander during the Maryland 
Campaign (q.v.). Promoted to major general, Early led his division bril- 
liantly during the Chancellorsville Campaign, the Pennsylvania Cam- 
paign, and the 1864 Richmond Campaign (qq.v.). He took over the 
Second Corps at Cold Harbor as lieutenant general. It was during the 
Petersburg Campaign (q.v.) that Early achieved his reputation as the 
leader of Early’s raid on Washington (q.v.) and as the loser in the Sec- 
ond Shenandoah Valley Campaign (Sheridan’s) (q.v.). He was relieved 
of command at the time of the Appomattox Campaign (q.Vv.). 

Early refused to surrender after the war, and fled the United States 
to Maximilian’s Mexico (q.v.) and then to Canada. He returned to Vir- 
ginia to practice law and served on the board of the Louisiana Lottery 
Company. Never reconstructed, Early wrote his memoirs, became the 
first president of the Southern Historical Society, and was instrumen- 
tal in publishing its papers, to which he contributed much in the form 
of attacks against Lt. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.), whom he blamed 
for losing the Battle of Gettysburg (q.v.). He was a profane, irascible 
character who was known to his men as “Old Jube” or “Jubilee.” 


EARLY’S RAID ON WASHINGTON. See WASHINGTON, 
EARLY’S RAID ON. 


EATON, JOHN (1829-1906). Originally from New Hampshire, where 
he attended Dartmouth College to study theology, John Eaton enlisted 
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as the chaplain of the 27th Ohio Volunteer Infantry. In this capacity he 
was appointed by Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) as superintendent 
of freedmen for Mississippi, northern Louisiana, Arkansas, and west- 
ern Tennessee, a position he held until the end of the war, winding up 
as a brevet brigadier general. Eaton worked the contrabands (q.v.) in 
abandoned fields at Corinth, Mississippi, and Grand Junction, Ten- 
nessee, where the largest camps of blacks were, and got into several 
squabbles with the army’s adjutant general, Lorenzo Thomas, over re- 
cruitment of blacks as soldiers and how they should be employed by 
private contractors on abandoned plantations. At the end of the war 
Eaton remained in Tennessee editing a Memphis newspaper and serv- 
ing as state superintendent of education. He was also a commissioner 
for the U.S. Bureau of Education, president of two colleges, and 
placed in charge of restoring the education system of Puerto Rico af- 
ter the Spanish-American War. He wrote several accounts on Mor- 
monism (he had been in Salt Lake City for a period of time) and about 
his wartime experience with black labor. He died in Washington, D.C., 
in 1906. 


EBENEZER CREEK, THE DISASTER AT. See MARCH TO THE 
SEA. 


ELECTION OF 1848. Although both major political parties, the Dem- 
ocrats and the Whigs (qq.v.), were bisectional and affected by the 
slavery issue as brought forth in the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.), the Dem- 
ocrats were hit the hardest first during the election of 1848. Party reg- 
ulars were determined to work out some sort of compromise. Devel- 
oped by Vice President George M. Dallas of Pennsylvania, and 
publicized by their 1848 presidential nominee, Lewis M. Cass (q.v.) 
of Michigan, their solution was squatter sovereignty (q.v.)—let the 
people in the territories vote on the slavery issue. 

But it would not be that easy. John C. Calhoun, slowly dying af- 
ter forty years of public service, saw the trick in squatter sover- 
eignty—only Mexicans and Yankees occupied the territories. The 
South and its slaves would be excluded before they could think of 
moving west. So Southern Fire-Eaters, led by William L. Yancey of 
Alabama, stood foursquare behind the Nonexclusion Doctrine 
(q.v.)—that slavery ought to be allowed into the territories until a 
proposed state constitution was drawn up and the territory admitted 
to the Union as a state. 
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Yancey’s northern counterparts, called Barnburners in New York 
state, stood for the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.)—no slavery in any territory. 
Cass refused to come out for either extreme. He wrote a letter to 
Democrat stalwart A. O. P. Nicholson and declared he was for the 
middle route, squatter sovereignty, the rule of the majority. The nom- 
ination was his, but the extremists on both sides refused to support 
him, especially after President James K. Polk created the Oregon Ter- 
ritory without slavery because it was north of the Missouri Compro- 
mise (q.v.) line. If the South could not trust Polk, a slaveholder, how 
could they trust Cass, a nonslaveholder? 

The opposition Whigs were also rent by the slavery issue, but they 
took the smart way out. They nominated military hero Gen. Zachary 
Taylor (q.v.), the victor of Buena Vista, which caused chastened rival 
Henry Clay to mutter, “I wish I could kill a Mexican!” But Taylor had 
two problems. He was a slaveholder, which pleased the South. But he 
had never voted, not once in his whole life. So he declared himself to 
be a Whig, but not an ultra- Whig. He was for some tariffs, some in- 
ternal improvements—but not as much as Clay. Taylor received the 
nomination, but certain Northerners, called Conscience Whigs, 
bolted the party. 

The Conscience Whigs joined with the Northern Democrats to 
back the remnants of the old antislavery Liberty Party. At the sug- 
gestion of Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), they met at Buffalo, New York, and 
styled themselves as the Free-Soil Party (q.v.). Their nominee was 
Martin Van Buren, the man who had created the Democratic Party 
back in 1828 with slaveholding Andrew Jackson as their front man. 
Now old Van had seen the light. Southern Democrats voted for Tay- 
lor, as did most Whigs, and Taylor won, taking 163 electoral votes to 
Cass’s 127. Van Buren received no electoral votes, but garnered 10 
percent of the popular votes. 

Taylor’s first job would be to solve the question of slavery in the 
territories. It would be called the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.). 


ELECTION OF 1852. Even though President Millard Fillmore (q.v.) 
had signed the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), the measure was essen- 
tially a creation of the Democrats (q.v.) and supported by the South- 
ern Whigs. The Northern Whigs were extremely lukewarm on the 
Compromise of 1850, their attitude being typified by U.S. Senator 
William H. Seward (q.v.) of New York. Seward spoke of a “higher 
law” than the U.S. Constitution that justified opposition to slavery. 
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The Whigs (q.v.) came together with three possible candidates for 
president. There was Millard Fillmore of New York, who had signed and 
promoted the Compromise of 1850; Daniel Webster of Massachusetts, 
whom many in the North thought of as a moral sellout because he voted 
for and spoke on behalf of the Compromise of 1850; and Bvt. Lt. Gen. 
Winfield Scott (q.v.) of Virginia, who said nothing about the Compro- 
mise of 1850, but represented the victory in the War with Mexico that 
had caused the compromise to have to come into being. 

Both Fillmore and Webster were unacceptable to Seward and his 
allies. Scott, on the other hand, offered the chance of repeating the 
1848 triumph with the military hero of the age. And although not a 
proslave advocate, he was a Virginian. But Southern Whigs wanted 
some assurance that Scott would not fall under Seward’s thumb and 
forget he was a Southerner, as had Taylor. Scott refused to give any 
guarantees. He was who he was, and that was that. 

The Democrats, meanwhile, moved to secure the Compromise of 
1850 coalition of Northern and Southern Democrats and Southern 
Whigs. Their man was Franklin Pierce (q.v.) of New Hampshire, a man 
of several advantages. He was a war hero, too, one of the few New 
Englanders who had supported it and fought in it as a brigade leader. 
Like many junior volunteer officers, he hated the pompous, overbear- 
ing Scott. A Hampshireman, sold to the American public as the “Young 
Hickory of the Granite Hills” (a sort of Northern version of “Old Hick- 
ory,’ Andrew Jackson), he appealed to New England and the New York 
supporters of Martin Van Buren, engendering much party unity. Fi- 
nally, he was outspokenly in favor of the Compromise of 1850. 

The election was over almost before it started. Pierce won by over 
200,000 popular votes. His vice presidential candidate was William 
R. King, a happenstance that brought Southern Whigs into the Dem- 
ocratic fold once more, as had the passage of the Compromise of 
1850. King would soon die. His functions of office, such as they 
were, of presiding over the Senate, were assumed by Senator David 
Atchison of Missouri, the Senate’s president pro tem, and one of the 
most rabid proslavery proponents in the nation. The South had reason 
to expect much from the Pierce administration, and it would not dis- 
appoint, as its “Spread Eagle foreign policy” (q.v.) and its Kansas- 
Nebraska Act (q.v.) domestic policy were to affirm. 


ELECTION OF 1856. Three parties offered candidates in the national 
election of 1856. The first was the remnants of the old Whig Party 
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(q.v.), now called the American (q.v.) or Know Nothing Party. The 
Whigs had been virtually destroyed by the quarrel over the slavery is- 
sue. The Conscience Whigs found compromise over slavery to be 
wrong and impolitic. They joined with the new Republican antislav- 
ery party. The Cotton Whigs supported slavery and abhorred what 
they perceived to be meddling with domestic institutions. They still 
hoped to oppose the Democrats (q.v.) on traditional economic issues 
left over from the days of Andrew Jackson. These included a national 
banking system, government assistance to farmers and education, a 
high protective tariff, the colonization of freed slaves overseas, and 
the construction of internal improvements with government support. 

But above all, the American Party found its adherents in the At- 
lantic states that had been overrun by the massive European immi- 
gration that came after the failure of the Revolutions of 1848 in Ger- 
many and the potato famine in Ireland. These immigrants brought 
Roman Catholicism as their religion and an affection for the con- 
sumption of hard liquors and beer, even on Sundays. This, added to 
the traditional corruption of the Democratic machines of the big 
cities, which provided jobs and welfare in exchange for the correct 
vote, caused many Americans to yearn for the old Protestant values 
of times past. 

The American Party’s front-runner and eventual nominee was Mil- 
lard Fillmore. Passed over in favor of Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.) in 
1852, Fillmore’s essential honesty and willingness to support the Com- 
promise of 1850 (q.v.) looked good, on paper. But Fillmore was from 
Buffalo, New York. This caused many Southern Whigs to suspect him, 
especially because he was very much against the Kansas-Nebraska Act 
(q.v.), which had repealed the Missouri Compromise (q.v.). Southern 
Whigs feared that if the South split its vote in 1856, the Republicans 
(q.v.) might win and slavery would be challenged again. 

The Democrats met in convention on 2 June 1856, in Cincinnati, the 
“Queen City of the West.” This was the first time any political party 
had met west of the Appalachians. It happened as a concession to west- 
ern Democrats in return for their support for New Englander Franklin 
Pierce (q.v.) in 1852. The Democrats were a tired political organization 
in 1856. Years of victory had made the party sluggish, out of touch with 
the moment, and faction-ridden. Its potential nominees illustrated that 
point well. Franklin Pierce was destroyed by the Kansas-Nebraska Act 
and the Kansas-Missouri Border Wars (q.v.). He had won in 1852 
mainly because he was not Lewis Cass. Cass was still in the offing, but 
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he was old, outdated, and had lost in 1848. Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) 
represented the new blood in the Democratic Party. He was young, 
brassy, pushy, and disliked by old-time party regulars. He was also bur- 
dened with originating the Kansas-Nebraska Act. This left James 
Buchanan (q.v.). A forty-two-year-old veteran of the party, Old Buck 
was crafty, plodding, uninspired, but reliable. He had complete South- 
ern support and was safe on the slavery issue. 

Buchanan’s nomination was engineered by the Southern wing of 
the party, which hoped that his party loyalty would stop the faction- 
alism that had haunted the party since the days of Jackson. Since 
Douglas was the strongest opponent, Buchanan’s backer made him a 
deal. He would yield to Buchanan and receive the nod in 1860, when 
the currently sixty-five-year-old Buchanan would be too old to serve 
again. To mollify die-hard Southerner supporters of Pierce, the 1860 
convention was to be held in Charleston. 

The final party to offer a slate in 1856 was the new Republican 
Party. Only two years old, the Republicans needed to select a man 
who could take votes from Fillmore and the Americans. They needed 
someone who was moderately antislavery (q.v.) and nativistic. Old 
Frank Blair Sr., once an advisor to Andrew Jackson, but now in the 
opposition, suggested John Charles Frémont (q.v.). He was attractive, 
a war hero, the conqueror of California, western explorer of note, in 
favor of a transcontinental railroad, U.S. senator from California, and 
possessed all of the qualities of genius except ability. To assist his 
nomination, Frémont came out against the Kansas-Nebraska Act for 
the first time. 

The platform the Republicans had Frémont run on included a con- 
gressional ban on the twin evils of slavery and polygamy in the terri- 
tories. There was no reference to nativism, the Missouri Compro- 
mise, the Kansas-Nebraska Act, or a ban on slavery in the District of 
Columbia—all traditional Republican positions. The party slogan 
was “Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, and Frémont.” Conveniently, 
the extreme abolitionists (q.v.) ran their own candidate, which made 
Frémont look moderate. 

The result of the election was close, too close for comfort for the 
Democrats. Even with complete Southern Democrat and Whig- 
American support, Fillmore took only 8 electoral votes (Maryland) 
and 25 percent of the popular vote; Frémont took 114 electoral votes 
(all Northern) and only 30 percent of the popular vote; while 
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Buchanan took 174 electoral votes (North and South) and 45 percent 
of the popular vote. While Buchanan won, seemingly convincingly, 
the Republicans discovered that if they could hold the states they car- 
ried in 1856 four years later and take Pennsylvania (twenty-seven 
electoral votes) and either Indiana (eleven) or Illinois (thirteen), their 
man then would sit in the White House with a majority of the elec- 
toral vote and a minority (around 40 percent) of the popular vote. 


ELECTION OF 1860. In the election of 1860, for the first time in 
American history four parties of potentially equal strength con- 
tested for the presidency. The Democratic Party (q.v.) had three sep- 
arate conventions, splintering into two factions based on sectional 
lines. The Charleston Convention (q.v.) was the first, the city hav- 
ing been agreed to four years earlier. Sadly for party unity, 
Charleston was the center of Southern nationalism. Backing the so- 
called Alabama platform, the Southern delegates insisted that their 
view on the nonexclusion of slavery in the territories be adopted. 
When this failed, the Gulf South walked out, forcing party regulars 
to adjourn and recall the delegates to the Baltimore Convention 
(q.v.) six weeks later. 

Meanwhile, the Constitutional Union Party (q.v.) took over the 
reins from what was left of the old Whig, Know Nothing, and Amer- 
ican Parties (qq.v.). Mainly from the border states, the Constitutional 
Union Party dropped all pretense at a party platform. It stood for 
Constitution and unity, the vaguer that was the better. They nomi- 
nated John Bell of Tennessee for president and Edward Everett of 
Massachusetts for vice president. The goal of the Constitutional 
Unionists was to take enough electoral votes to throw the election 
into the House of Representatives. There hopefully a deal could be 
made to save the slowly crumbling Union. 

The Republicans (q.v.) came next, holding their Chicago Conven- 
tion (q.v.). Only their second try at the presidency, the Republicans 
had managed to obtain a majority in the House when Representative 
Henry Winter Davis (q.v.) of Maryland shifted his vote from Whig- 
American to Republican. In 1856, the Republicans realized that if 
they kept the states they had won and added Pennsylvania and either 
Indiana or Illinois to their column in 1860, they would win with a mi- 
nority of popular votes, but a majority in the electoral college. Their 
hopes were placed on Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) of Illinois, a moderate 
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on most issues, but an old Whig in favor of their economic program 
and safe on the “no slavery in the territories” issue. 

Finally, the Democrats’ Baltimore Convention met. Before they 
had left Charleston, their leading candidate had agreed to accept the 
nomination only with a two-thirds majority of the original conven- 
tion’s delegates. But now, Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) agreed to run as 
their candidate with two-thirds of those attending. Many Southern 
delegates had met in Richmond, where they awaited developments in 
Baltimore. This time there was a second walkout, and Douglas and 
his Northern Democrats had to contend with another Democrat put 
forth by the Richmond Convention (q.v.), the current vice president, 
John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) of Kentucky. 

Each party had its own marchers and poll watchers. Lincoln used 
the “Wide Awakes,” which was a name they borrowed from the 
Know Nothings of 1856. Douglas had the “Little Giants” (a play on 
his nickname), Breckinridge had the National Democratic Volunteers 
(which made him sound like the real party nominee), and Bell had the 
“Bell Ringers.” Lincoln’s main advantage was that he had to run only 
in the North. None of the candidates spoke—the myth was that the 
office sought the man. But every candidate had his front men who 
made all the speeches and false promises necessary to carry a state’s 
electoral vote. The key for Lincoln was to show how the South had 
blocked Henry Clay’s old American System (q.v.) upon which their 
platform of 1860 was based. Pennsylvania was sure to be carried with 
this approach. 

In the election of 1860, each state voted on its own timetable, with 
the final states voting by November. It was seen quite early that the 
Democrats were actually going to increase their number of congress- 
men. But there was something else that only Douglas, and maybe 
Bell, seemed to grasp. More and more, the seceders in the South were 
absorbing the Regular Democrats. If Lincoln were elected, the South 
saw itself opened to domestic violence brought on by Lincoln’s own 
party’s abolition wing. Douglas broke with precedent and toured 
New England and the South in person, hoping to head off extremists 
on both sides. He offered himself as the only compromise candidate 
of national stature. 

The possible loss of its voice in federal power was a shock to the 
South. In a sense, it believed the Republicans’ attack on a slave 
power conspiracy (q.v.) that had controlled American federal govern- 
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ment from the days of George Washington and the Virginia dynasty 
of presidents who followed him in office. Of the fifteen presidents 
who preceded the Civil War, six had been from the North. Only the 
Southerners had served two terms; the Yankees never served more 
than one term apiece. And of the six Northerners, only two, John 
Adams and John Quincy Adams, had been true Northern men. The 
others had kowtowed to the South in domestic policy, particularly 
when it came to slavery. 

But there was a way to maintain the South in power. That was to 
secede and form a separate nation. The Regular Democrats were un- 
der terrific pressure. They combated the idea of secession by taking 
over the radical secessionists’, the Fire-Eaters (q.v.) or the Chivalry, 
support with their own men in state after state. The Regular Demo- 
crats would lead the way to Southern independence as they had led 
the whole United States from the 1830s. James L. Orr took over state 
party leadership from Robert Barnwell Rhett in South Carolina, Jef- 
ferson Davis (q.v.) from Albert Gallatin Brown (Mississippi), John 
Slidell from Pierre Soulé (Louisiana), and Howell Cobb from Alfred 
Iverson (Georgia). This is what Douglas saw and it scared him. 

Douglas and Breckinridge took 47 percent of the popular vote, up 
2 percent from 1856. The Constitutional Unionists captured 14 per- 
cent of the popular vote, down 9 percent from 1860. The Republicans 
took the rest, 39 percent, up 7 percent from 1856. Most important was 
that the Republicans took every state’s electoral vote in 1860 that 
they had won in 1856, plus they added Pennsylvania’s and Illinois’s. 
Put more clearly, Lincoln took the electoral vote of every free state 
except half of New Jersey’s. Even if all the others had created a fu- 
sion ticket, Lincoln would have won. He might have lost California 
and Oregon to a fusion slate, but he had enough slack in the electoral 
vote to still win. Each state was close for the Republicans, but they 
won everything they had to. Worse yet for the South, Lincoln and 
Douglas took 70 percent of the popular vote. This indicated that 
sometime in the future there would be no slavery in the territories. 
The slave South was a great minority within the nation as never be- 
fore. 

Just by accident, when South Carolina’s legislature, elected in 
October 1860, met in November at the request of Governor William 
H. Gist, no Fire-Eater by any means, the legislature called for a 
constitutional convention to consider the concept of secession. It 
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also began to buy weapons to arm an increased state militia. The 
first secession (q.v.) movement was on its way. See also REPUB- 
LICAN PLATFORM OF 1860. 


ELECTION OF 1861, CONFEDERATE. Although the Provisional 
Congress of the Confederacy had elected Jefferson Davis (q.v.) and 
Alexander H. Stephens (q.v.) as president and vice president, respec- 
tively, and functioned as a unicameral national legislature until Feb- 
ruary 1862, the Confederate Constitution (q.v.) called for national 
elections to select permanent executives and a regular bicameral con- 
gress. The Provisional Congress called for these in November 1861. 
Despite setbacks in Confederate military operations on the south At- 
lantic coast, western Virginia, Kentucky, and Missouri, Davis ran un- 
opposed and was easily reelected by popular and electoral vote. Vice 
President Stephens was another matter. Many saw him as not fully 
dedicated to winning the war or creating a viable Confederate state. 
He had opposed secession and was deemed very critical of existing 
policies. Some saw him as a spoilsman, dedicated to the corruption 
(q.v.) policies of the antebellum Union. But although the protests 
against Stephens raised doubts, they did not produce an opposition 
candidate or prevent his reelection. 

In the congressional elections, each state was allotted its normal 
number of U.S. representatives elected popularly plus two senators 
elected by state legislatures. There were no party labels used, al- 
though there were still implications of Whig and Democratic areas, 
and former political machines were utilized whenever possible. But 
the Democrats and the Whigs (qq.v.) had long ceased to battle over 
traditional economic issues and banded together for national inde- 
pendence. States in which Whigs and Democrats had been balanced 
before the war generally selected one senator from each party. More 
principled candidates pointed to the distaste that party politics had 
left in the mouths of the generation of the American Revolution of 
1776 and tried to avoid such. 

Because of the war, election campaigns were unseemly. Many vot- 
ers and commentators groused that the ablest men were off with the 
armies. Instead, candidates offered themselves as individuals, often 
with an explanation attached to their names to indicate their patriotic 
support of independence and the boys in the field. Any other issues 
were purely local. The Rebel governments of Missouri and Kentucky 
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were in exile, but the governors selected their two senators and en- 
couraged soldiers and refugees to vote whenever possible. 

If voting was light in these two states, so was it everywhere. But 
in the end, the First Confederate Congress was selected to meet in 
Richmond for four sessions: 18 February—21 April 1862; 18 Au- 
gust—13 October 1862; 12 January—1 May 1863; and 18 November 
1863-21 February 1864. 


ELECTION OF 1862, UNION. In the midst of the Civil War, the con- 
gressional election appeared. Even though President Abraham Lin- 
coln (q.v.) and the Republicans (q.v.) feared its results, it is instruc- 
tive that, just as in the Confederacy, no one thought of postponing it. 

The election of 1862 is often portrayed as a disastrous loss for the 
Lincoln administration. On the surface, the numbers are staggering. 
At least, the Radical Republicans (q.v.) and the Regular Democrats 
(those lukewarm in support of the “Republican war”) thought so. Re- 
publicans lost the governorship of New York, the governorship and 
both houses in New Jersey, and both houses of the legislatures in In- 
diana and Illinois (Lincoln’s home state). Democrats also won thirty- 
five congressional districts throughout the North. Because not all 
states elected their local and congressional officials in the even- 
numbered years as today, the Republicans managed to save Ohio and 
Pennsylvania for their column. 

But that is merely a quick look at the obvious. Because Illinois and 
Indiana had elected Republican governors for four-year terms in 
1860, the Republicans still had the gubernatorial use of the veto 
there. They also retained control of legislatures and governorships in 
sixteen other states. They elected several congressmen from Missouri 
for the first time and, despite the severe losses, maintained their ma- 
jority in the House of Representatives and actually gained five U'S. 
Senate seats. What really happened was that the Republicans had suf- 
fered the smallest losses in off-year (nonpresidential) elections in 
twenty years. Best of all, the Democratic (q.v.) majority was small in 
most states and could be traced to the fact that soldiers had not voted, 
something that the Republicans would see happen in 1864. 

But the election did have important effects, militarily and politically. 
Radical Republicans demanded scapegoats for the Democrats’ im- 
provement. They probably caused as much of the Republican loss by 
their split with Lincoln and party moderates, but they saw it otherwise. 
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Radicals blamed the inactivity of the armies, especially those led by 
Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.) in the East and Maj. Gen. Don 
Carlos Buell (q.v.) in the West. Then there was what Republicans saw 
as the Democrats’ stranglehold on military patronage as a price for sup- 
port of the war effort. Finally, Radicals lambasted Lincoln’s own “rose- 
water” policies of compensated emancipation and colonization (qq.v.) 
of the former slaves overseas, rather than enrolling them openly as sol- 
diers. 

Lincoln knew that some of the Radicals’ objections to war conduct 
were valid. He moved right after the election to replace McClellan 
with Maj. Gen. Ambrose E. Burnside (q.v.) and Buell with Maj. Gen. 
William S. Rosecrans (q.v.). He also permitted the military court- 
martial of McClellan’s prize subordinate, Maj. Gen. Fitz John Porter 
(q.v.), whom Radicals blamed for the loss of the Second Manassas 
Campaign (q.v.). Porter was charged with “disobedience of orders 
and misconduct in face of the enemy.” In reality, Porter had been de- 
tached off to the left of Maj. Gen. John Pope’s (q.v.) army at Second 
Manassas, and had been reluctant to come in and join a series of fu- 
tile attacks against Confederate Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson’s (q.v.) positions, because he knew that he blocked Gen. 
Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) other wing from the vicious counterattack that 
finally won the battle. But facts were not important. The trial was de- 
signed to show other officers that no more excuses were to be al- 
lowed in not prosecuting the war to its fullest and achieving eventual 
victory, no matter the cost. Porter was sacked outright, although he 
was reinstated after the war. 

As Lincoln’s actions changed the military picture, the Radicals still 
hoped to prove that he was under some malevolent influence within 
his official family. They decided that the real problem was that Sec- 
retary of State William Seward (q.v.) was to blame for backing poor 
(read: Democrat) generals, slowing emancipation, and demanding 
colonization of freed blacks overseas. How did they know? Because 
Seward’s main rival for Lincoln’s attention, Secretary of the Treasury 
Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), secretly told them so. Congress decided to 
confront Lincoln with their suspicions and force Seward, by now 
Lincoln’s most loyal cabinet member, out of office. They sent a com- 
mittee to wait upon Lincoln led by Vermont Senator Jacob Collamer. 
Lincoln greeted the men and asked if they might not return the next 
day, when he could give more time to their important mission. When 
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the committee returned, the whole cabinet was with Lincoln, less Se- 
ward, who had handed in his resignation. Lincoln then asked the cab- 
inet if they were not a harmonious body in general agreement on all 
issues, met frequently, with no one member exercising undue power. 
He directed the question first to Chase, who agreed with Lincoln, 
denying all he had told Congress behind the president’s back. The 
delegation left, angry with Chase’s lack of candor. 

Chase was so embarrassed by this that he felt compelled to resign. 
Lincoln refused both Seward’s and Chase’s resignations. But Chase 
had the habit of threatening to resign over every little thing. So Lin- 
coln kept his letter to remind him who was really in charge, devas- 
tating election or no. 


ELECTION OF 1863, CONFEDERATE. Since executive officers 
had been elected for six-year terms in 1861, the Confederate election 
of 1863 (held at different times in various states between June and 
November) concerned only congressmen and senators. By now, 
elections in the South were truer to form than in 1861. There were 
still no formal parties, as such, but there were issues to discuss — 
hotly. Most of them concerned President Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) 
conduct of the war. Included were such things as conscription (q.v.), 
impressment of goods, taxation, military policy, and states rights. 
But it is critical to keep in mind that amidst all of the sound and fury, 
many opposed Davis, not for being too strong, but for being too 
weak-kneed or downright incompetent. This was especially true of 
military defeats. 

In general, areas occupied by the advancing Union armies and sol- 
diers tended to vote pro-Confederate administration. But in other ar- 
eas, many men who had once been Whigs (q.v.) and cooperationists 
with the Union in 1861 tended to win. But still there were no real po- 
litical parties on the ballots. The Rebels eschewed them as solidly as 
had the founding fathers in the Federalist Papers of 1787. Men ran as 
individuals for or against a policy or policies backed by the adminis- 
tration. But if prewar party politics had any relevance (and some his- 
torians believe they did not), the Second Congress was less aggres- 
sive or prosecession, that is, more conservative or Whig, than the 
First, which was more secessionist or Democrat. 

In the end, the administration’s ability to maintain a working ma- 
jority was made possible only by members who came from districts 
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threatened or occupied by the Yankees. In these areas, the contrast 
between nationalism and liberty was more starkly drawn for the elec- 
torate. This did not stop Governor Joseph E. Brown (q.v.) of Georgia 
or Zebulon Vance of North Carolina from opposing the administra- 
tion’s centralization of power or its war policies, even as Federal 
armies made their protests moot. It is possible that the nonexistence 
of political parties caused President Davis to lack the power he 
needed to overcome his opponents. The voters could not help, be- 
cause in elections no one ran as part of the loyal opposition, only as 
an individual —for Davis on some issues and against him on others. 
There was no regularity on any issue. There was no party discipline. 

The Second Congress met for only two sessions, 2 May—14 June 
1864 and 7 November 1864-18 March 1865. Then the realities of 
military defeat caught up with the Confederate experiment in inde- 
pendent nationhood. 


ELECTION OF 1864. See WADE-DAVIS MANIFESTO AND THE 
ELECTION OF 1864. 


ELECTION OF 1868. The late nineteenth-century Republican Party’s 
(q.v.) strength was reliant on the suffrage of small businessmen and 
farmers. It also appealed to loyal Union men, black and white, with 
the slogan, “vote as you shot,” and through its main lobby of veter- 
ans, the Grand Army of the Republic. There was no unity on eco- 
nomic questions. The party was split over questions of tariff, internal 
improvements, and the national banking system. But it managed to 
vote in enough varied economic measures to please a wide audience. 

In 1868, the Republican Party was going to stand on its Civil War 
record and past legislation. It had no new program to offer. Doubters 
were to be won over by appealing to the patriotism of the supporters 
of the Union. Standing on their record and repudiating Radicalism as 
typified by the persecution of Andrew Johnson (q.v.) through his im- 
peachment, the Republicans came to Chicago in 1868 for their na- 
tional nominating convention. Here they played their trump card, the 
nomination of the popular war hero Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). The 
scene was prepared by a Soldiers and Sailors Convention held just 
down the street. As he won the war he could secure the peace, went 
the reasoning. The vice president’s slot went to Smilin’ Schuyler Col- 
fax (q.v.), Speaker of the House, who had let Thaddeus Stevens (q.v.) 
run everything. It was said that Colfax was so amiable that he never 
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lost a friend or made an enemy, which did not hurt him among party 
stalwarts. Grant accepted the nomination through the traditional let- 
ter. Brilliantly, Grant declared that he would have no policy to en- 
force against the will of the people, which meant that he would do 
Congress’s bidding, as opposed to Johnson’s independent actions, 
which pleased Republican theorists who believed that that was the 
president’s constitutional role. Grant closed with a heartrending plea 
to a war-weary, Reconstruction-weary nation: “Let us have peace.” 

Matching Grant was out of the question for the Democrats (q.v.), 
still ailing from the political throes of Civil War and Reconstruction. 
As they met in New York City (they had their own Soldiers and 
Sailors Convention down the street, too), the party did have several 
possible courses of action. They could openly challenge the Republi- 
cans and Reconstruction, or they could accept Reconstruction and the 
Negro vote as established facts and nominate a man pledged to con- 
stitutional government and states rights. Having been denied the Re- 
publican nomination, Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), Lincoln’s former secre- 
tary of the treasury and currently chief justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court (q.v.), declared that he had been a Democrat all along —he had 
parted with the party only over the slavery issue. There was a lot of 
Wall Street support for him within the party; Augustus Belmont, for 
example, and many admired the national banking system he had set 
up during the war. Chase sent his radiant daughter, Kate Chase 
Sprague, to promote the millennium, as it were. 

Finally, the Democrats could ignore Reconstruction and battle over 
prewar economic issues that had been handled by the Republicans 
under Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) when the South was out of the Con- 
gress. The big issue here was to pay off the war debts in greenbacks 
unless they specified gold on their face. “The dollar that paid the sol- 
dier can pay the bondholder,” went the call, issued by George Pendle- 
ton of Ohio. There was a lot of appeal to this, and Pendleton’s “Ohio 
Idea” became the main plank of the platform. The Democrats also 
asked the nation to forget the war, pledged to declare the Military Re- 
construction Acts (q.v.) null and void and let all of the states settle 
their desires on suffrage, and promised to withdraw the U.S. Army’s 
occupation force from the South. But the delegates deadlocked on 
nominating Pendleton. After numerous votes, the convention finally 
nominated its speaker, Horatio Seymour (q.v.) of New York. His vice 
presidential nominee was Frank Blair of Missouri, a political general 
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of some ability from an old family that had put Andrew Jackson in 
the presidency forty years earlier. 

The Democratic ticket was bottom heavy. Blair was a good man 
but he was not the candidate. Seymour, on the other hand, had nu- 
merous liabilities. He was little-known outside New York, and then 
only as its governor who had been tarred with the brush of disloyalty 
during the war, which he had vocally opposed. Worse yet, he was a 
hard-money man who wanted to repay the war bonds in gold, just like 
the Republicans. The Republicans themselves could not have picked 
a better pair than Seymour and Blair to run against. The result was a 
smashing electoral victory for Grant and the Republicans (214-80) 
and a narrower popular victory of 300,000 votes out of nearly 6 mil- 
lion cast. Outgoing President Johnson never bothered to show up for 
the inauguration, as he and Grant were still bitter enemies over the 
Tenure of Office Act (q.v.). 


ELECTION OF 1872. By the time of the 1872 election, the Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) administration had caused quite a bit of disillusionment 
among the party and the public at large. Some of it was embarrass- 
ing, such as Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.) introducing a constitu- 
tional amendment limiting a president to one term. True, it would ex- 
empt Grant, but on the other hand, everyone knew at whom it was 
aimed. Other criticism was of the damned if you do, damned if you 
don’t variety. Grant was lambasted as soft on civil service reform 
(q.v.), of being associated with the most corrupt elements of the party, 
of being too harsh on Reconstruction enforcement, of being not harsh 
enough on Reconstruction enforcement, and of being soft on the pro- 
tective tariff. 

Those who opposed Grantism within the party were called Liberal 
Republicans (q.v.). Most were journalists, professional reformers, and 
intellectuals. They lacked political skills but made up for it with a lot 
of enthusiasm. They were liberal not in the twentieth-century sense of 
wanting government services, but in the traditional definition of de- 
siring honest, constitutional government. They decided not to chal- 
lenge the political professionals of the Republican Party (q.v.) but to 
step aside and form a new party to challenge all of the status quo. 

Led by German immigrant and former Union political general Carl 
Schurz (q.v.), the Liberals met at Cincinnati, Ohio. Their platform 
was full of the reforms of the hour. While they agreed with Recon- 
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struction in principle, they found it lacking in practice. Their solution 
to the corrupt boroughs of the South was to call for universal amnesty 
and a withdrawal of federal troops from the civilian political arena. 
Another platform plank was the call for civil service reform and a 
general cleaning up of government. They endorsed the paying of the 
national debt in gold (real hard money, not inflated greenbacks, was 
the only honest way). But they met their match on the tariff issue. 
Some wanted it higher, some wanted it lower. So in the end the party 
said they would refer it to the people. This made them look weak and 
willing to drop principle for expediency. The two regular parties did 
better in that realm. 

Up to this point the Liberals stood a good chance to win. But then 
they got down to the process of nominating a candidate—the place 
where third parties often fail. He was picked by other men behind the 
scenes, four newspaper editors known as the “Quadrilateral.” These 
men, who trumpeted reform in their papers, were Murat Halstead of 
the Cincinnati Commercial, Samuel Bowles of the Springfield 
(Massachusetts) Republican, Henry Watterson of the Louisville 
Courier-Journal, and Horace White of the Chicago Tribune. As they 
pondered what to do, another editor asked for admittance to their 
group. He was Whitelaw Reid of the powerful New York Tribune. His 
paper was critical of the reform movement, and its influence was na- 
tionwide. Soon the persuasive Reid was bending the other four to his 
way of thinking. The man he believed could lead the Liberals to 
power was none other than his boss, Horace Greeley (q.v.). And on 
the sixth ballot, Greeley became the standard-bearer. His running 
mate was B. Gratz Brown, a Missouri Radical Republican (q.v.) and 
a crony of Schurz. 

Greeley’s nomination has been dismissed as the work of political 
amateurs, but this is not wholly true. If there were any real politicians 
or men who understood American politics, it was the members of the 
Quadrilateral. Greeley was stronger than he seemed on the surface, 
but he was kind of a fluke in the process. He was a man of insatiable 
curiosity, and looked like someone who had just stuck a bobby pin in 
a light socket—a sort of wide-eyed amazement. Greeley was many 
things to the American people, but being a presidential candidate was 
not high on the list. A whole generation of Democrats (q.v.) had been 
raised to hate him and his loony ideas. If he were to win against 
Grant, he had to shed this liability. It was a tall order. 
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When the Democrats met at Baltimore, the outcome of the election 
rested in large part with their convention delegates. Following the 
lead of Civil War Copperhead Clement Vallandigham (q.v.) of Ohio, 
the Democrats reluctantly admitted that they could not come up with 
aman who could take on Grant and Greeley at the same time. So they 
fell into step and took Greeley, too. 

But large numbers of Democrats thought as did former Confeder- 
ate lieutenant general and soon to be imperial grand wizard of the Ku 
Klux Klan Nathan Bedford Forrest (qq.v.). He said he would support 
Grant, because at least he had not advocated emancipation and hatred 
of the white South for twenty years before the Civil War. Forrest was 
not alone, North or South. At the same time Grant represented a 
strong Reconstruction and support of black rights, which appealed to 
many old abolitionists (q.v.) in the North. Politics truly makes for 
strange bedfellows. 

As the Democrats fumed about swallowing the Liberal Republi- 
cans, Greeley and all, the Regular Republicans met at Philadelphia. 
Party regulars controlled the convention machinery and saw to it that 
anti-Grant delegates were scattered about on the floor, so they could 
not communicate and coordinate their opposition. Grant won on the 
first ballot and, as a sop to honest government, Smilin’ Schuyler Col- 
fax (q.v.), implicated in the Crédit Mobilier (q.v.) scandal, was 
dropped for Henry Wilson of Massachusetts (who had once dallied 
with Confederate spy Rose O’Neal Greenhow and prematurely re- 
vealed the Yankee advance on First Bull Run [q.v.]). They ran on 
more of the same, vote the way you shot. 

The Republican campaign was not harmed any by Greeley’s deci- 
sion to break with precedent and stump for himself. Grant sat back and 
let his cronies do it for him, preserving the nineteenth-century myth 
that the office sought the man, not the other way around. Greeley 
screeched in a high squeaky voice at every stop, emphasizing sectional 
reconciliation, “peace not vengeance.” His favorite line was to extend 
“the hand of reconciliation” to the South. Grant’s supporters had a field 
day with that. The waving of the bloody shirt (q.v.) occurred often. Es- 
pecially effective was Thomas Nast’s series of cartoons in Harper’s 
Weekly, a nationally circulated newsmagazine. The theme was Gree- 
ley’s “hand of reconciliation” —extended to John Wilkes Booth over 
Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) grave; extended to a Confederate soldier over 
the rotting hellhole of Union prisoners of war at Andersonville; ex- 
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tended to a Ku Klux Klansman over the body of a mutilated black 
voter. Greeley commented that he hardly knew if he were running for 
the presidency or the penitentiary. But Nast’s attack pretty well blew to 
pieces the farmer-philosopher that Greeley imitated, and revealed what 
allowing the white South to take control of Reconstruction would 
mean—for those who had already forgotten about Andrew Johnson’s 
(q.v.) failed program that was based on the same people. 

When the results came in, Greeley had lost to Grant worse than 
Horatio Seymour in the election of 1868 (q.v.). The electoral vote 
was 286 to 62; the popular vote 3.6 million to 2.8 million. Greeley 
had exhausted himself during the campaign and died heartbroken 
three weeks later. When the electoral college met to cast their votes, 
all but ten electors pledged to Greeley cast their votes for other liv- 
ing Democrats (completely permissible under the Constitution, as po- 
litical parties are not recognized under it). Grant had won his second 
term under conditions that meant the anomalies of his first term 
would be multiplied in his second term and made much worse. The 
Great Barbecue was on and the Era of Good Stealings had just begun. 


ELECTION OF 1876 AND COMPROMISE OF 1877. The election 
of 1876, the so-called Crime of ’76, was one of the most controver- 
sial in American history. In 1876, the Republican Party (q.v.) met at 
Cincinnati determined to take the presidency once again. Initially, 
backers of President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) hoped to run the popular 
general for an unprecedented third term. But the George Washington 
two-term limit and the corruption of Grant’s cronies during his two 
terms soon put an end to the effort. Obviously, the party would face 
a clean Democratic (q.v.) candidate and it would have to preempt the 
honesty issue if it were to win. Benjamin Bristow, one of those who 
had worked to clean up Grant’s cabinet and the Whiskey Ring (q.v.), 
was an obvious choice. But he had angered the old pols during his 
purge, and Grant responded to their feelings by firing Bristow after 
he had been blocked at the convention. 

The main contenders for the nomination after Bristow and Grant 
were party regulars U.S. Senators James G. Blaine of Maine and 
Roscoe Conkling of New York. Blaine was an expert at waving the 
bloody shirt (q.v.). His demise came when one James Mulligan sur- 
faced with letters allegedly written by Blaine concerning the sena- 
tor’s involvement in an Arkansas railroad scandal. Blaine claimed to 
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have a telegram that would clear him but dared not release it lest oth- 
ers’ reputations be unintentionally smeared. It was a great ploy but it 
did not wash, and he lost his chance for the nomination. 

Blaine’s colleague, Roscoe Conkling, had a reputation as a spoils- 
man, taking his cut of all activities in his state and elsewhere. Of 
course, Conkling had never been trapped publicly in his wheeling 
and dealing, and no one had caught him in bed with the wrong 
woman, but rumors abounded. Conkling never admitted or denied 
anything; he just smiled like the Cheshire Cat and made clever jokes. 
But in a year like 1876, the mere hint of scandal was enough to give 
delegates a second thought, so Conkling went the way of Blaine, just 
more quietly. 

The Republicans needed a man who was well-known enough to 
attract the public and clean enough to keep them interested. But he 
also had to be a party regular who had not bolted with the Liberal 
Republicans (q.v.) in 1872. It took seven ballots to get rid of the 
chaff, but then the party nominated the perfect candidate, Governor 
Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.) of Ohio. A former Union officer, Hayes 
was an Ohio native and a strong Republican supporter who had 
been elected to the House of Representatives while serving with the 
army, supported Reconstruction (but believed that the African 
Americans needed education before receiving the vote), and had 
become governor on a platform that advocated civil service reform 
(q.v.) and efficient, honest government. He had stayed with Grant 
in 1872, even though his support of the national ticket had cost him 
reelection. But he regained the governorship in 1875, even though 
the Democrats had taken the rest of the state. He was a proven vote 
getter and, upon accepting the presidential nomination, pledged to 
clean up Washington and withdraw federal troops from the South 
(1.e., he would not allow them to prop up allegedly unpopular, cor- 
rupt, nonwhite state governments). 

Just as Hayes had struck the proper stance for the Republicans, the 
nomination of Samuel J. Tilden (q.v.) did the same for the Democrats. 
There was no other candidate to consider; Tilden had the nomination 
going away. The Democrats backed him with a platform that pledged 
the end of Reconstruction and the end of governmental corruption at 
all levels. A New York native, Tilden was a states rights Democrat, a 
critic of the draft, and a supporter of Andrew Johnson (q.v.) during 
Reconstruction. But he was smart enough to clean up Tammany Hall 
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and the William M. “Boss” Tweed Ring (q.v.), which gave him a 
clean enough look to go on to the governorship of the Empire State 
in 1874. There he became the quintessential reformer, promoting 
honest, efficient, and economical government. 

There was very little to differentiate Hayes and Tilden. They had the 
same outward image, a bit eccentric but clean in a political sense. Both 
pledged to clean up Washington and end Reconstruction. Both had re- 
formist backgrounds; both were reliable party regulars through thick 
and thin. As custom demanded, neither candidate spoke, but let the 
party pros do it for him. Their only substantial discrepancy was that 
Hayes was married and Tilden was a bachelor, which Republicans tried 
to make hay of by accusing Tilden of not having enough faith in Amer- 
ican women or the future of the nation to wed and father a family. 

But that was not enough to base a whole campaign on. This left the 
usual bloody shirt campaign, a natural against any antiwar Democrat. 
Unfortunately for the scheming politicians, 1876 was not a normal 
year. When the votes had been counted, Tilden was the popular 
choice by a quarter-million, out of eight and a quarter million votes 
cast. But the electoral vote was Tilden 184 and Hayes 165, with 20 
electoral votes undecided. Hayes had to have all; Tilden needed only 
one. The votes were scattered among four states: Oregon (one); South 
Carolina (seven); Florida (four); and Louisiana (eight). Oregon 
turned out to be open and shut for Hayes because of Democratic ir- 
regularities in the original count. This left the nineteen votes from the 
occupied South up for grabs. 

The problem in the Southern states was that their electoral votes 
were authenticated by state institutions known as returning boards. 
State governors appointed these boards, which made their member- 
ship essentially Republican. But the Democrats claimed fraud and es- 
tablished their own returning boards, which sent in duplicate elec- 
toral votes for Tilden. In Louisiana, for example (to cite an extreme 
case), Democrats claimed to have elected their man as governor last 
time around but he had been prevented from taking office by the in- 
terference of federal troops on behalf of the Republicans. No prob- 
lem. He just set up his own shadow regime and appointed his own re- 
turning board and sent in the “real” vote. To make things really 
interesting, as they always are in Louisiana politics, there were three 
other returning boards also claiming legality. Similar quirks ac- 
counted for duplicate returns elsewhere. 
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So both parties sent “visiting statesmen” to the South to look into 
the purchase of the votes necessary to elect their brand of reforming 
president—kind of ironic for good government men. The returning 
boards were very receptive. In fact, a couple of Republican boards in- 
dicated that they would be happy to go for Tilden, the Democrat, for 
a price. But they would go only as a bloc, and Tilden needed only one 
vote. Louisiana and Florida would sell out to the Democrats for 
$200,000 per entire board. At this juncture the Democrat visiting 
statesmen got a bad case of false economy and refused to bribe more 
than the one elector they needed. In the end, the boards held firm and 
the stalemate continued, one Republican board and one Democrat 
board in each state. 

The electoral college turned the problem over to Congress. The 
problem there was who counts the votes. The Constitution did not 
specifically say. It just said that the votes would be opened and 
counted in front of both houses. If the House did the counting, the 
winner would be Tilden because the Speaker of the House was a 
Democrat. The opposite was true of the Senate. Dominated by Re- 
publicans, it would count Hayes in. Again stalemate threatened. 

As the process stagnated, there was much fear that organized party 
militia units would storm Washington to force the count to go their 
way. In desperation, the leaders in Congress decided to appoint an 
Electoral Commission of fifteen members to go behind the returns 
and determine which were valid. The commission was to have five 
senators (divided three to two in favor of the controlling Republicans, 
as each body elected its own members), five from the House (three to 
two in favor of the Democrats), and five from the Supreme Court 
(q.v.) (divided two to two, with one “independent” or “neutral” judge 
who would obviously make all the decisions no one else could face 
up to). 

The important thing was who would be the neutral judge (if there 
were such a man). Judge David Davis, once the campaign director for 
Lincoln in 1860, was an independent-minded Republican. The cre- 
ators of the commission expected him to be the odd vote. Then 
the Tilden managers did something stupid again. They asked the 
Democrat-controlled state legislature of Illinois to elect Davis to the 
Senate, hoping to commit him ahead of time to their cause. But Davis 
had more integrity and probably was a mite thankful for the chance 
to opt out of the whole process. He resigned his judgeship and ac- 
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cepted the Senate seat, leaving the choice of the fifth man to a court 
dominated by staunch Republicans. Nominating Judge Joseph 
Bradley to fill Davis’s seat, the Electoral Commission voted eight to 
seven to accept the Republican returning boards’ contentions at face 
value and count all of the nineteen disputed votes for Hayes, making 
him the next president of the United States by one vote (185-184). 
But the Electoral Commission’s decision had to be accepted by both 
houses of Congress. The Republican-controlled Senate voted quickly 
to accredit the commission’s decision. But the Democrat-dominated 
House began a lengthy filibuster (allowed under the rules then but not 
now) that lasted the whole month of February 1877. 

As the House talked the problem to death, the March 1877 inau- 
guration date was fast approaching. Suddenly, as things looked bleak- 
est, Southern Democrats broke with their Northern brethren and 
voted to end debate and accept the Electoral Commission’s decision 
on behalf of Republican Hayes. The nation had a president. But why 
was this done? The traditional reason was that Hayes’s managers met 
with the Southern Democratic leaders at the Wormley House and ne- 
gotiated an agreement to accept Hayes as president if he would end 
Reconstruction and the occupation of the South by the federal troops. 
But both Hayes and Tilden were already committed to that course. 
Something more had to be involved. 

The real reason was that the Civil War and Reconstruction had 
warped the political process in the South. There were many Southern 
Democrats who were really Republicans when it came to economic 
issues—old Whigs, in effect. But the throes of Reconstruction had 
driven all whites into the Democratic Party to show a solid front 
against the reconstructing Republicans, who based their strength on 
the votes of the former slaves. These Whig-like Southern Democrats 
met with the Republican managers at the Wormley House and cut a 
deal. Hayes and the Republican Party would confirm their commit- 
ment to withdraw the federal occupation forces, give Southern Dem- 
ocrats control of patronage in the Southern states by supporting for- 
mer Confederate general David Key as postmaster general (cutting out 
the Southern Republican loyalists, black and white), and promise the 
Southern Democrats federal aid for internal improvements, letting the 
Southern whites in on the Great Barbecue (the key was to build the 
Texas & Pacific Railroad to connect with the Southern Pacific coming 
out of California). In exchange, the Southern Democrats would make 
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Hayes president by ending the House filibuster and voting for the 
Electoral Commission’s decisions, and elect a Republican Speaker 
(James Garfield) to organize the Democrat-dominated house. 

More recent historians question whether the Wormley conference 
really did anything that was not already an accomplished fact. But it 
did. It allowed everyone involved to reassure each other that the other 
side would live up to the deal. And it permitted Southern politicians 
to keep their white electorate happy by creating the myth of the 
Wormley House agreement for the press and popular consumption— 
the withdrawal of the troops and end of Reconstruction on behalf of 
the white South. 

Ending Reconstruction had become a reform of government for the 
public good. It covered up the betrayal of the African Americans and 
made it palatable North and South. In the end the deal was only partly 
consummated. Hayes became president but refused to let the internal 
improvements, the center of prior corruption, continue. The Southern 
Democrats retaliated by organizing the House for their own party. 
But the true significance was that the Wormley House agreement, the 
real Compromise of 1877, returned American politics to the give and 
take that was normal until the issues of slavery, Civil War, and Re- 
construction prevented splitting the difference in national issues. 


ELKHORN TAVERN, BATTLE OF. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN 
(1861-1862). 


ELLENTON (SOUTH CAROLINA) RACE RIOT (1876). Unlike 
Louisiana and Mississippi, where the Republicans (q.v.) dared not 
leave their capital cities in 1876, in South Carolina, the Republicans 
engaged in a vigorous election campaign. But right behind them came 
the Red Shirts (q.v.) (there were nearly 300 white rifle clubs in the 
state), who intimidated, hanged, and shot potential Republican voters, 
mostly black. The Red Shirts were so active that a fear grew that they 
might even attack U.S. troops on election day. The worst violence of 
the campaign occurred in Ellenton in September 1876, in an area 
where whites had vowed to win the election or kill all the Republi- 
cans. A minor assault by two blacks, which Republicans claimed to be 
a trumped up case, started the action. One of the suspects was cap- 
tured and identified by a victim and shot on the spot. The other had an 
arrest warrant filed against him. The rifle clubs broke up a Republican 
meeting the next day, chasing the party members into a swamp. The 
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Red Shirts demanded that the assault suspect be turned over. The 
blacks refused. After much talk, the two sides agreed to depart amica- 
bly, but some blacks shot one of the Red Shirts, and the whites went 
crazy, shooting up houses all over the county. The fighting spread into 
Ellenton, where a black state legislator was among the murdered. The 
arrival of federal troops finally restored the peace, just as the Red 
Shirts, many arriving by train, had cornered their opponents for the fi- 
nal kill. Over 100 blacks and a half dozen whites died. 


ELTHAM PLANTATION, BATTLE OF. See PENINSULA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


EMANCIPATION. During and after the Revolutionary War, many 
Americans began to feel very uneasy with the contradictions between 
the principles of the Declaration of Independence and slavery, which 
had been legal in all of the Thirteen Colonies. Gradually, states above 
the Mason-Dixon Line (the southern border of Pennsylvania) began 
to abandon the so-called peculiar institution, a process that took un- 
til 1832, the last state to enter the process being New Jersey. Usually, 
the slaves were either freed outright or by the time of their attaining 
adulthood, between the ages of eighteen and twenty-one. Concur- 
rently, Congress organized the western territories, those northwest of 
the Ohio River (the Northwest Ordinance of 1787), as having slavery 
excluded from their boundaries upon statehood. There were several 
exemptions to the territorial exclusion, most involving slaves held by 
British (as of 1795) and French (as of 1763) colonists before United 
States’ assumption of control, but these were relatively minor. The 
only marring of this emancipation record was in Illinois, where, upon 
its separation from Indiana, the territorial legislature legalized slav- 
ery through a lifetime indenture and provided for the “hiring” of 
blacks originally enslaved in other states. At the same time, free 
African Americans were practically prevented from entering the area. 
The culmination of this process was reached in 1823 when by a close 
vote slavery was prohibited in the state of Illinois according to the 
provisions of the Northwest Ordinance. 

This process of eliminating slavery in the Old Northwest was well 
known to people from the South such as the Lincolns, poor non- 
slaveholding families who fled across the river to get away from the 
slave-dominated economy of the South. At the time of the War with 
Mexico, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) was serving in the U.S. Congress, 
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and he sided with those who believed that Congress in its ability to 
govern the territories could regulate slavery there, even eliminate it. 
He attempted to test this concept by introducing a bill to eliminate 
slavery in the District of Columbia (a perpetual territory run by Con- 
gress), but the measure was amended to death. Lincoln retired at the 
end of his term. 

Lincoln soon returned to the political fray in 1854 when the Con- 
gress voted to destroy the Missouri Compromise of 1820 (q.v.) and 
extend slavery into all territories, its existence to be decided by a pop- 
ular vote in the state convention upon application for statehood. This 
concept of popular sovereignty (q.v.), developed by Illinois senator 
and Democrat (q.v.) aspirant for the presidency Stephen A. Douglas 
(q.v.), would guarantee slavery in any territory until statehood was 
petitioned for. It was contrary to Lincoln’s avowed stance that Con- 
gress could regulate or destroy slavery in any territory under the Con- 
stitution. But Lincoln’s view was challenged by the 1857 US. 
Supreme Court in the case Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.), which de- 
clared that popular sovereignty was constitutional, and further that no 
black could be a citizen of the United States. As Douglas was running 
for reelection to the Senate the following year, Lincoln agreed to take 
him on for the Republican Party. During the ensuing Lincoln- 
Douglas Debates (q.v.), Lincoln defended Congress’s right to regu- 
late or eliminate slavery in the territories and managed to paint Doug- 
las into a corner, where he had to admit that Congress could deal 
slavery in the territories a death blow by not actively legislating its 
protection. This admission would cost Douglas the presidency two 
years later and gain the then-unknown Lincoln a national reputation 
and the presidency in his own right as a Republican in the election of 
1860 (q.v.). 

Although the Republicans were willing to guarantee slavery where 
it existed in the states, the election of Lincoln by a majority vote in 
the North alone touched off the secession of the South. In the at- 
tempted compromises that followed, Lincoln promised to defend 
every state’s right to its own institutions, but he refused to denounce 
the Republican platform’s stand against slavery in the territories and 
pledged to defend the Union of all the states. The war then became 
inevitable. Although the war’s announced purpose was to save the 
Union, what to do about slavery became an integral part of it imme- 
diately. When slaves fled to Yankee lines for freedom and safety, 
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Union commanders were supposed to return them under the Fugitive 
Slave Law of 1850 (q.v.). At first many of them did so. But as the war 
went on, more and more commanders adopted the expedient of Maj. 
Gen. Benjamin Butler (q.v.) at Fortress Monroe on 30 May 1861. He 
declared that the slaves were contraband (q.v.) of war, having been 
employed actively in support of the rebellion, through raising food- 
stuff and building fortifications. Lincoln did not like this approach, 
because he feared that it might compromise his efforts to hold the 
border South in the Union. But Butler’s policy was relatively mild 
when compared to that of Bvt. Maj. Gen. John Charles Frémont 
(q.v.), the federal commander in Missouri. Prompted by Union victo- 
ries in the West, Frémont, the first Republican candidate for president 
in 1854, issued a proclamation freeing all slaves in his command area 
on 30 August 1861. Lincoln let Butler’s policy stand, but Frémont’s 
threatened to drive four more states from the Union. Lincoln asked 
Frémont to substitute a congressional act. Frémont refused and Lin- 
coln removed him from command. 

The congressional act Lincoln had wanted Frémont to recognize 
was the Confiscation Act of 1861 (q.v.). It allowed the confiscation 
of property, including slaves, of anyone found in sympathy and sup- 
port of the rebellion. But the procedure was not arbitrary —it had to 
be effected through a court process. Meanwhile, the president tried 
to convince loyal slaveholders as states and individuals to emanci- 
pate their chattels voluntarily through a compensation process. He 
hoped that Congress might accept such manumissions in lieu of di- 
rect taxes in support of the war. Lincoln looked for a laboratory in 
which to try out his idea, and came up with the smallest slave state, 
geographically and in numbers of slaves (1,798 in 1861): Delaware. 
But the hostility of local slaveholders, who saw in this scheme an at- 
tempt to introduce total emancipation throughout the South as a war 
aim, caused its failure. Lincoln then turned to Congress directly. In 
March 1862, he requested the passage of a joint resolution that the 
federal government would cooperate with any state that voluntarily 
emancipated its bond servants through compensation at $400 per 
adult slave. Lincoln believed that the cost of the war for a half day 
would pay for Delaware’s slaves; the rest of the border states, Mary- 
land, Kentucky, and Missouri, plus the District of Columbia, could 
be financed at the same rate for what it cost to run the war for just 
under three months. 
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None of the border states appeared interested, and Congress 
moved to eliminate slavery in the District of Columbia at $300 dol- 
lars a head and with a further $100,000 for transporting the freed 
blacks beyond the borders of the United States to Liberia or Haiti. 
Meanwhile, on 9 May 1862 another field commander, Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
David Hunter, freed by military order all the slaves along the Atlantic 
coastal islands in South Carolina and Georgia. Worse yet, from the 
perspective of quelling the fears of the border South, he also enrolled 
males in the first black infantry regiments of the war. Hunter claimed 
that the enrollment was a matter of military necessity, because he did 
not have sufficient numbers of white troops to defend his military 
district. Lincoln denied knowledge or responsibility for the order as 
soon as the news reached Washington. But he used the occasion to 
admonish the border states to rethink the emancipation problem and 
to act and receive compensation before the war made such a policy 
unavailable. 

Congress had already given new meaning to Lincoln’s warning. On 
13 March 1862, it had amended the Fugitive Slave Law to make it a 
violation of law for any military or naval officer or enlisted personnel 
to return any fugitive slave to his or her owner. On 5 June 1862, it rec- 
ognized the nations of Haiti (after the United States, the second nation 
in the Western Hemisphere to declare its independence from European 
domination) and Liberia (the home in exile of freed American slaves 
since the 1820s). The Senate then ratified a treaty between the United 
States and Great Britain for suppression of the African slave trade. Fi- 
nally, Congress exacted a bill that freed all slaves in the territories, en- 
acting a key point in the Republican platform of 1860 (q.v.), and Lin- 
coln’s lifelong ideal of no slavery in the West. 

On 17 July 1862, Congress passed its most severe measure yet, the 
Confiscation Act of 1862 (q.v.). It seized all property (including 
slaves) of anyone found guilty of treason or rebellion. It also freed 
any slaves who managed to reach the safety of Union military lines 
or were captured by the Federal armies or abandoned by their own- 
ers. The process was roundabout—the fugitive was declared a pris- 
oner of war under Federal control and then freed by act of Congress. 
And it authorized the president to employ freed African Americans in 
any manner he saw fit to prosecute successfully the end of the war. In 
effect, it permitted the enrollment of blacks as soldiers for the first 
time. Once again Lincoln warned the loyal slave states to reconsider 
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emancipation on their own with federal compensation. He cautioned 
them that if the war continued, he would act to destroy all slavery 
with no monetary indemnification. 


EMANCIPATION PROCLAMATION. As the Republican-dominated 
Congress had been debating the concepts of confiscation of Rebel 
property and its corollary, compensated emancipation, President Abra- 
ham Lincoln (q.v.) had already been mulling over total uncompen- 
sated emancipation. Congress had already taken preliminary steps in 
this direction by passing the Confiscation Acts of 1861 and 1862 
(qq.v.). In the summer of 1862, Lincoln told Secretary of State 
William H. Seward (q.v.) and Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles 
that he believed that emancipation could be instituted as a war mea- 
sure against the Confederates. On 21 July, he approached the whole 
cabinet on the measure. He maintained that it would bring a moral out- 
look to the Union cause that it sadly lacked, especially in the monar- 
chies of Europe, which were flirting with recognizing the Confeder- 
acy. He believed that field commanders should actively subsist their 
troops off Southern crops, that African Americans should be paid for 
their labor to the Union cause, and that, in the end, all blacks ought to 
be colonized overseas. He once again wished to caution all slavehold- 
ers, loyal or rebel, that the Confiscation Acts provided for the sum- 
mary seizure of slaves, and to state that he would free all slaves in re- 
bellious areas through an executive proclamation on | January 1863. 
Only Seward and Secretary of the Treasury Salmon P. Chase (q.v.) 
agreed with his proposals. But Seward suggested that Lincoln await a 
Union field victory, as the war had been going badly, especially in 
the East, and emancipation might be seen as a last gasp for Union sur- 
vival rather than a stand on the higher ground of morality. Lincoln 
agreed. 

Lincoln’s more radical and conservative political enemies of both 
parties leaped on him for indecision in the matter of confiscation. 
Lincoln intentionally kept them in the dark about his resolve to eman- 
cipate all slaves in disloyal areas at the beginning of the New Year. 
But when popular newspaper editor Horace Greeley (q.v.) of the New 
York Tribune asked him to free all the slaves outright, calling it the 
“Prayer of Twenty Millions,” Lincoln replied publicly and quickly. 
The president said that his main purpose in fighting the war was 
restoration of the Union in the shortest possible way under the Con- 
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stitution. If he could do it by freeing some of the slaves, all of them, 
or none of them, he would. 

Lincoln received his victory in September when the Army of the 
Potomac drove Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Confederate forces out of 
Maryland at the Battle of Antietam (q.v.). It was not much of a vic- 
tory, as Lee had withdrawn more or less voluntarily when he should 
have been destroyed, but it was all Lincoln had. He seized the mo- 
ment at once. On 22 September 1862, he issued the preliminary 
Emancipation Proclamation. It contained all of his previous ideas, in- 
cluding renewal of compensated emancipation for loyal states, vol- 
untary colonization (q.v.) of freed blacks overseas, and military 
emancipation of all slaves in states in rebellion against Federal forces 
on 1 January 1863. In the election of 1862 (q.v.), the Republican 
Party took a drubbing, but it still managed to retain a majority in both 
houses of Congress. In December Congress rejected a resolution 
from Congressman George H. Yeaman of Kentucky condemning the 
Emancipation Proclamation as an unwarranted, unconstitutional in- 
terference with the domestic institutions of the states and a dangerous 
war message. It also ignored one last attempt to pass measures of 
compensated emancipation for the loyal slave states and colonization 
of all freed blacks overseas. Then it passed a resolution of the exact 
opposite intent. It was the only vote Congress took on the measure. 
Lincoln gave copies of the Emancipation Proclamation to his cabinet 
for final discussion on 31 December. With minor revisions, it was is- 
sued on | January 1863. 

Lincoln has been traditionally praised as a forward-looking hero in 
the egalitarian tradition. But with the advent of the modern civil 
rights movement in the 1960s he was seen as morally deficient—a 
traditional white racist. Unlike the more open racists of his time, Lin- 
coln believed that African Americans had the ability to govern them- 
selves in their own nation. But Lincoln believed that this quality 
would not evidence itself in the United States because of the limiting 
aspects of white racism. So Lincoln openly advocated Henry Clay’s 
solution to race—a gradual compensated emancipation of the slaves 
and their colonization overseas. This involved sending the blacks 
back to Africa (hence the U.S. backing of Liberia, founded by freed 
American slaves and its capitol named after a Virginian with ideas 
similar to Clay’s, James Monroe) or their removal to some allegedly 
idyllic spot in the Caribbean or Latin America. In the words of one 


ENFORCEMENT ACT, FIRST (31 MAY 1870) ® 223 


historian, Lincoln saw the Negro as “a Man But Not a Brother,” a 
quality recognized by no less than the great black abolitionist and or- 
ator of the nineteenth century, Frederick Douglass (q.v.). 

But having admitted this, it would be incorrect not to recognize 
Lincoln for the revolutionary that he was. Many critics have pointed 
out that, because of stated exemptions to the proclamation’s effect, 
Lincoln freed no slaves through the Emancipation Proclamation ex- 
cept those behind the Confederate lines over whom he had little or no 
influence. By exempting the slaves in Tennessee, southeastern 
Louisiana, and coastal Virginia, Lincoln actually reenslaved 500,000 
slaves who had begun to live as free people. Secretary of the Treasury 
Salmon P. Chase (q.v.) criticized Lincoln for this, which led to the 
Collamer Delegation of Radical Republicans (qq.v.) challenging the 
role of Secretary of State William Seward (q.v.), a known Conserva- 
tive Republican (q.v.), in cabinet consultations. But recent re- 
searchers have established that Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation 
liberated about 20,000 bondspersons in parts of nine Confederate 
states occupied by the Union army and not given exemption. As such, 
historians generally give Lincoln credit for standing foursquare be- 
hind the Republican ideology of free men, free soil, and free labor; 
and he achieved the biggest revolution in American history by pa- 
tiently adhering to the concept of unconditional surrender of the Con- 
federacy and its principles. Emancipation was the cornerstone of that 
revolution, which was to be guaranteed through the later Thirteenth 
Amendment (q.v.). 


EMMA SILVER MINE. See SCHENCK SCANDAL. 


ENFORCEMENT ACT, FIRST (31 MAY 1870). Designed to enforce 
the right to vote (the Fifteenth Amendment [q.v.]), the First Enforce- 
ment Act declared that citizens otherwise qualified should be entitled 
to vote without distinction of race. It also declared that any prerequi- 
site to voting must be equal for all voters regardless of race. Any offi- 
cial who failed to obey this measure was liable to fine (up to $500) or 
imprisonment (up to one year; most of these terms were served locally 
in county jail) or both. It also outlawed any combination or conspir- 
acy to deny, intimidate, or threaten voters. It repeated much of the 
content of the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (q.v.) as regarded the right to 
sue or be sued, give evidence, and to hold and convey property as any 
white citizen. Any official who acted to deny these rights could be re- 
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moved from office, in addition to other fines and jail sentences. Fi- 
nally, it prohibited conspiracies by disguised persons or groups using 
the public highways to deny anyone a right guaranteed under the Con- 
stitution. This part was punishable by a healthy fine ($5,000) and jail 
term (up to ten years) in a federal penitentiary (the Albany, New York, 
facility was the one generally used in these convictions). Any state 
crimes (murder, rape, assault, and the like) committed by a Ku Klux 
Klansman (q.v.)were to be tried in federal court and sentences appli- 
cable in the state of occurrence could be applied by the federal judge. 


ENFORCEMENT ACT, SECOND (28 FEBRUARY 1871). Republi- 
cans (q.v.) realized that the election of 1870 (q.v.) had decreased their 
majority by some sixty votes. They feared that if they did not act im- 
mediately to increase the effect of the First Enforcement Act (q.v.) it 
might not be done later. Sections of the first act were mutually con- 
tradictory and vague, and this second act united them in wording and 
intent. It permitted no one to deny the right to vote through bribery, 
the threat of intimidation, or actual intimidation. It standardized 
penalties at $500 or up to three years’ imprisonment, and in any town 
of 20,000 inhabitants or more it established a system of poll watch- 
ers from each political party appointed by local federal judges and as- 
sisted by special U.S. marshals to establish order at polls and prevent 
any irregularity. A state returning board was to check all votes to as- 
certain their validity. All ballots were to be printed in any federal 
election to prevent ballot box stuffing or other fraud. Many historians 
think this law was designed to regulate voting in Northern cities, 
where Democratic (q.v.) machines ruled, rather than to assist blacks 
in the South as it claimed on its surface. 


ENFORCEMENT ACT, THIRD (20 APRIL 1871). Also known as 
the Ku Klux Act, the Third Enforcement Act was designed to prevent 
individuals, state officials, or organized conspiracies from depriving 
persons of their civil rights, particularly in the South where the Ku 
Klux Klan (q.v.) rode. Where the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (q.v.) had 
permitted a criminal remedy, this measure allowed the offended party 
to take action in civil court, too. It also defined conspiracy as two or 
more persons using the public roads, wearing disguises, or violating 
the property of another to deny someone his civil rights. It permitted 
the president to use the army and navy as a posse comitatus (q.v.) to 
assist U.S. marshals or enforce court orders independently and to sus- 
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pend temporarily the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). Any official who 
failed to use his office to prevent a violation of this measure was de- 
clared liable, with fines of $1,000 or more and jail terms of one year 
to life if the offended citizen lost his life. 


ENFORCEMENT ACTS. After the passage of the Fourteenth and 
Fifteenth Amendments (qq.v), Congress passed several measures 
designed to enforce them, sometimes referred to as the Civil Rights 
Acts of 1870 and 1871. The punitive nature of these laws led them 
to be popularly called the Force Acts. Congress considered a total of 
four Enforcement Bills, their formal name, of which three became 
law. Their implementation became one of the controversial issues of 
Reconstruction that involved the federal court system from bottom 
to top. 


ENFORCEMENT BILL. A fourth Enforcement measure, one that 
would have given the president the right to suspend the writ of habeas 
corpus (q.v.) in Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana for 
two years, passed in the House. It failed in the Senate, which had its 
own approach, the Civil Rights Act of 1875 (q.v.), a tribute to Sena- 
tor Charles Sumner (q.v.) of Massachusetts, who had just died. 


ENGLISH BILL. See KANSAS SETTLEMENT (1856-1861). 


ENROLLMENT ACT OF 3 MARCH 1863. See CONSCRIPTION 
AND DRAFT EVASION, UNION. 


ETHRIDGE CONSPIRACY OF 1863. In December 1863, at about 
the same time that President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) was to announce 
his Ten Percent Plan (q.v.) of Reconstruction, Emerson Ethridge, act- 
ing clerk of the U.S. House of Representatives, put into play a plan 
to turn control of the legislative body to a moderate coalition of Dem- 
ocrats and Republicans (qq.v.), by refusing to seat certain Radical 
Republicans (q.v.). At the time, the clerk had great power in both 
houses to determine who had been legally elected through the expe- 
dient of reading the roll on the first day. If one’s name were omitted, 
that person was not seated until there was a full investigation into the 
legality of his election. (This cannot be done today as the powers 
used 100 years ago have been institutionalized and made nonpoliti- 
cal.) The whole concept was made possible by a measure passed the 
year before when Congressman James M. Ashley (q.v.) wanted the 
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clerk to exclude any representative from an occupied state, by refus- 
ing to seat Lincoln’s “reconstructed” governments in the Mississippi 
Valley. 

Ethridge was a Union man from eastern Tennessee who had not 
seceded with his state and resented being treated as less than loyal 
by Ashley’s bill. He was dismayed with the course of the war, too. 
Militarily, the Union seemed to be in a stalemate at best, losing at 
worst. Politically, Lincoln seemed to be in the clutches of the Radi- 
cal Republicans, freeing the slaves through executive proclamation 
(in the manner by which he ran most of the war), sending carpet- 
baggers (q.v.) down to run the loyal Southern border states, and 
passing Northeastern business-oriented economic measures (high 
tariff, internal improvements, and national banking system). What 
Ethridge thought the nation needed was a moderate constitutional 
party of War Democrats and middle-of-the-road Republicans to put 
a brake on things domestically, until the war was won. He promised 
the Democrats the Speaker’s chair, under the Union Party label, if 
they cooperated. 

Unfortunately for him and his plan, the Democrats failed to deliver 
enough votes to confirm his action. The fact that the Radicals could 
gain the backing of moderates from their own party and several bor- 
der state Union men, such as Henry Winter Davis (q.v.), indicated 
that the conservative resurgence against the Lincoln domestic and 
war policies, evident in the Democratic victories in the North in the 
1862 congressional elections, was over. The Radicals were to surge 
forward and send up the harsher Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.) to counter 
Lincoln’s plan of Reconstruction and use Ethridge’s idea in reverse 
to unseat the Andrew Johnson Reconstruction governments in 1865. 
The Ethridge conspiracy probably marked the beginning of the end 
for conservative hopes of a Reconstruction based on the prewar Con- 
stitution, even though the Union Party would be the device used to 
reelect Lincoln in 1864 and pass the Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.) in 
1865. 


EUFALA (ALABAMA) RACE RIOT (1874). See EUTAW (AL- 
ABAMA) RACE RIOT (1874). 


EUTAW (ALABAMA) RACE RIOT (1874). Alabama became the 
testing ground for Redemption (q.v.) by force and white racial soli- 
darity. Following an 1870 race riot at Eutaw, where the Scalawag 
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(q.v.) county prosecutor was shot in the head several times by a Ku 
Klux Klan (q.v.) band; which was followed a few months later by a 
street riot that cost blacks two dead and up to fifty wounded; violence 
in 1874 at Mobile, where an election-day brawl marred proceedings; 
and the Eufala race riot, where over a half-dozen blacks died and 
nearly eighty were wounded, the stage was set for the final push. Key 
Union whites and black leaders faced assassination if they cam- 
paigned for the Republicans (q.v.). Any black voting Republican was 
threatened with loss of his job. The army refused to intervene in any 
disturbance that was not right at the polls, and even then recent or- 
ders prevented much interference. By reducing Republican strength 
in the “Black Belt” (a rich black soil region that cut across the center 
of the state from east to west) and in Union counties just below the 
Tennessee River, Democrats (q.v.) took Alabama. In the few areas 
won by Republicans, Democrats prevented elected officials from ob- 
taining bonds and forced them to relinquish their posts to Democratic 
contenders. Congress investigated, found the election to be one car- 
ried by fraud and intimidation, but, led by a Democratic insurgency 
that had repudiated Grantism in the North during the congressional 
elections of 1874, refused to intervene. The way was now open for 
the rest of the unredeemed states of the Deep South to end Recon- 
struction within their borders. 


EXECUTIVE PROCLAMATION, LINCOLN AND THE. Union 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) demonstrated the powers of his of- 
fice early on by his use of presidential war powers through the exec- 
utive proclamation. In so doing, he set the precedent for powerful 
presidents who would follow in the twentieth century, only they 
would make their marks in nonwar issues, as well. Normally, a pres- 
ident is rated as strong if he can get Congress to enact his legislative 
proposals into law. Lincoln did not do this. In fact, he intentionally 
kept Congress out of Washington, refusing to call a special session 
until 4 July 1861. This gave him a chance to expand his war power 
and give everything to Congress as faits accomplis. No one dared to 
challenge his orders in the midst of war, for fear of being perceived 
incorrectly as against the successful prosecution of that war. 

As Lincoln found out, the president as commander in chief has 
vast undetermined war powers. The first thing Lincoln did was to de- 
clare war. This is a power specifically reserved to Congress in the 
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Constitution. The president is supposed to ask Congress to declare 
war. But Lincoln maintained that he could not call Congress into spe- 
cial session until their safety in Washington could be ensured—in a 
sense true, but mighty convenient, too. Technically, the Constitution 
gave to Congress the power to provide for the militia, but Lincoln 
called for 75,000 volunteers from the state militias and assigned a 
quota to all states. 

Next, Lincoln declared a naval blockade of the coasts and ports of 
the seceded states on 17 April 1861, which he extended to cover 
North Carolina and Virginia on 27 May. This was illegal for two rea- 
sons. Technically, he had to close the ports of the South, because to 
declare a blockade recognized the independence of the Confederacy, 
which he assiduously denied. He claimed the Southern states to be in 
rebellion against the true government of the United States. In addi- 
tion, paper blockades, where blockading ships do not actually block 
entry into the port, are illegal. Both of these principles were instru- 
mental to the American position in the War of 1812. But if Lincoln 
merely closed the ports, the South would have disobeyed his procla- 
mation and let any ship in. A blockade declaration allowed him to call 
on the U.S. Navy for action. When Congress endorsed Lincoln’s 
proclamation on 13 July, the owners of ships seized before that day 
brought suit in federal court, resulting in the Prize Cases (q.v.). 

Third, Lincoln increased the size of the regular army. Under the 
Constitution, only Congress can raise and maintain armies. Not only 
did Lincoln increase the size of the army, but he created nine special 
new “Lincoln Regiments” that were two and a half times (2,400) the 
size of ordinary ones (1,000). Next, Lincoln authorized General Or- 
ders No. 100 (q.v.), which established the rules of war, usurping an- 
other congressional power. 

Next, Lincoln took money appropriated by Congress for one pur- 
pose and diverted it to other purposes he found more important, such 
as prosecuting the war. Only Congress had the right to raise and spend 
money. The president can suggest, but Congress has the final say. 

But one of Lincoln’s more dramatic uses of war powers was 
against Northern opponents and protesters of the war effort. Lincoln 
acted decisively through executive proclamation to suspend civil lib- 
erties usually constitutionally guaranteed to citizens. Opposition to 
the war came from the Ohio River Valley, especially in the border 
slave states (Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri) and the 
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Southern parts of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois. There was a great sec- 
tional consciousness here, in common with the South. The agricul- 
tural Northwest had a feeling that the Republicans (q.v.) were acting 
on behalf of the industrial Northeast. 

There was also an uneasiness that Lincoln was using the war as an 
excuse to create a strong central government at the expense of states 
rights. The one element that they did not have in common with the 
South was the propensity for secession. These Northwestern Union- 
ists were nationalistic states righters. Most of them came from the 
Democratic Party (q.v.), and were labeled “Peace Democrats,” as dis- 
tinguished from those “War Democrats” who backed the war and 
were willing to work with Republicans to put down the rebellion. 

The Peace Democrats, rather naively, believed that the war would 
end immediately if the federal government would unilaterally halt its 
aggression against the South. They believed that the South would 
willingly come to the peace table for reunion. They wanted to call a 
national convention to restrict the powers of the national government 
as evidenced by Lincoln’s use of the executive proclamation. The 
problem was that all action would be taken by the North. It over- 
looked the fact that the South could refuse to cooperate and sit back, 
its independence confirmed by default through Northern inaction. 

Some of the more enthusiastic Northern war protesters formed se- 
cret peace societies, loosely based on the old prewar Knights of the 
Golden Circle (q.v.). Calling themselves the Order of American 
Knights, although war supporters dismissed them by vilifying them 
as “Copperheads” (q.v.), a stealthy but deadly pit viper common to 
the Northwest, these peace groups were by and large harmless, as the 
disgusted Confederate agents sent to coordinate their antigovernment 
activities found out. But more radical members, called Sons of Lib- 
erty after the patriot organizations of the pre-American Revolution, 
bushwhacked Federal patrols, recruited for the Confederacy, and 
tried to free Southern soldiers held in the numerous prison camps in 
the Northwest. 

To stalemate such organizations, the Lincoln government infil- 
trated them with agents. But as Lincoln discovered, ordinary laws 
and rules of evidence proved inadequate to deal with such men. Usu- 
ally those charged were merely suspected of wrongdoing. To solve 
this dilemma, Lincoln resorted to the same expediency as the Con- 
federates would use—suspension of the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). 
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Confederate President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) acted through the Con- 
federate Congress. Of course, Lincoln did it by executive proclama- 
tion, even though the writ is mentioned in the section of the Consti- 
tution dealing with congressional prerogatives. He suspended the 
writ at first for the rail corridor between Philadelphia and Washing- 
ton. Later he extended this to New York City, then in September 
1862, in time for the congressional by-election, Lincoln extended the 
suspension to the whole North. Congress would later endorse Lin- 
coln’s action—in 1863. 

The writ could be denied a defendant if he or she (in a few cases) 
were charged with discouragement of enlistment, resisting the Con- 
scription Acts, or if engaged in any illegal act prejudicial to the suc- 
cessful prosecution of the war. Union authorities held somewhere 
around 13,000 persons without charges during the war. Opponents 
accused Lincoln of tyranny. He said that it was necessary to prevent 
traitors from using the mechanics of the law to shield themselves 
from prosecution, as he detailed ably in the Birchard and the Corning 
letters (qq.v.). The result was three landmark U.S. Supreme Court 
cases: ex parte Merryman, ex parte Vallandigham, and ex parte Mil- 
ligan (qq.Vv.). 

Finally, in another dramatic act, Lincoln used the executive 
proclamation to influence Union war goals, through issuance of 
the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.). The first goal of the North 
in the Civil War was to preserve the Union. This was made clear in 
President Lincoln’s first inaugural speech and when Congress 
passed the Crittenden Resolution four months later on 22 July 
1861. The main reason that Republicans and abolitionist (q.v.) 
politicians would go along with this was the fear that the border 
slave states would secede if emancipation (q.v.) were immediately 
announced as the war’s purpose. But as the war dragged on, Con- 
gress and more and more of the Northern civilian population and 
soldiers began to believe that slavery ought to be struck at as a 
mainstay of the Confederacy. In December 1861, the Crittenden 
Resolution failed to be repassed. The Confiscation Acts (qq.v), 
taking all Rebel property including slaves used to further the war, 
and the freeing of all slaves in the District of Columbia, soon fol- 
lowed. With the pseudovictory during the Maryland Campaign 
(q.v.) at Antietam Creek, Lincoln issued a preliminary Emancipa- 
tion Proclamation, threatening to free the slaves in all states in re- 
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bellion by 1 January 1863, providing they did not return to the 
Union by then. The South refused to consider such action and the 
final proclamation went forward as scheduled. 

In spite of Lincoln’s critics, it was clear that he could have done 
more to subdue opposition to the war. He did not prevent the Demo- 
crats from running against his administration in the election of 1864 
(q.v.), even though he feared he would lose. What Lincoln tried to do 
was enforce the unity needed in a nation if it was to win a war. 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY OF SLAVERY. The constitutional the- 
ory that the institution of slavery had an extraterritorial proponent 
that adhered to the slave and made Southern slavery legal in all 
places at all times within the boundaries of the United States and its 
territories, wherever the owner might take his or her slave. It was an 
instrumental part of popular sovereignty (q.v.) and the U.S. Supreme 
Court case Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.). 


EZRA CHURCH, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


_F- 


FAIR OAKS, FIRST BATTLE OF. Part of a battle that included the 
Battle of Seven Pines, First Fair Oaks was a Confederate attempt 
to cut Union advanced forces south of the Chickahominy River off 
from their main army north of the river. The attack units were to be 
led by Maj. Gen. G. W. Smith, but when President Jefferson Davis 
(q.v.) showed up at army headquarters outside of Richmond, army 
commander Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.), who could not abide 
Davis’s presence, left to lead the attack in person, resulting in his 
being seriously wounded. The attack was initially successful, until 
Federal troops from north of the river braved bridges that were 
three feet underwater and crossed to take the Confederate attack in 
the left flank. The next day, Gen. Smith proved unable to measure 
up to the rigors of command and more Union troops arrived to 
pushed the Confederates back to their original positions. In the 
double battle, Union and Confederate forcers engaged were about 
equal at 41,000 each, but the Rebels lost 6,000 casualties to the 
Yankees’ 5,000. Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) replaced the ineffective 
Gen. Smith. 
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FAIR OAKS, SECOND BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE 
OF 


FARRAGUT, DAVID G. (1801-1870). Orphaned early in life, David 
G. Farragut was a Tennessee boy who was adopted by the family of 
Commo. David Porter, an old navy man. Farragut served as a mid- 
shipman and prize master during the War of 1812, against the pirates 
in the Mediterranean, the West Indies, and the south Atlantic, before 
serving in the blockade in the War with Mexico. He established the 
naval shipyard at Mare Island and was awaiting orders at Norfolk 
during the secession crisis. When neighbors told him he could not 
live in Virginia without seceding, Farragut went north and became 
head of the West Gulf Blockade Squadron. 

He was told to open the Mississippi River by taking New Orleans, 
which he did in April 1862, the first major victory for the North in the 
war. Farragut sailed up the Mississippi all the way to Vicksburg, but 
could not subdue its budding defenses. He was promoted to rear ad- 
miral, being the first to hold that rank. Farragut was given a hero’s 
welcome in New York City and returned to begin operations against 
Mobile (q.v.). Entering Mobile Bay, Farragut was warned of torpe- 
does (sea mines) in the channel, to which he allegedly gave the reply, 
“Damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead!” 

Again feted in New York, Farragut was given a home in the city 
and promoted to vice admiral, a rank created for him. He was among 
the first to enter Richmond in April 1865. At the end of the war he 
was made the first full admiral the navy ever had. He conducted a Eu- 
ropean goodwill tour with a fleet after the war. He died in 1870. 


FERNANDINA, CIPRIANO. See BALTIMORE PLOT. 


FESSENDEN, WILLIAM P. (1806-1869). Born out of wedlock in 
Boscawen, New Hampshire, William P. Fessenden spent his early 
years in the care of his grandparents in Maine. When his father finally 
married, he brought his son into his new family. He was a sharp child 
and his entrance into Bowdoin College was delayed merely because 
of his youth. His diploma was withheld for a year, however, because 
of bad conduct and swearing while he was a student. Years later he 
would receive an honorary doctorate from the same institution and 
serve on its governing board. He studied law after his graduation and 
moved to Portland, where he practiced his profession and stayed the 
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rest of his life. He entered politics, running as an anti-Jackson candi- 
date for the state legislature and accompanying Daniel Webster dur- 
ing campaigns until Fessenden refused to support the swarthy Web- 
ster for president in 1852, considering “Black Dan” to be too likely 
to abuse alcohol. 

Meanwhile, Fessenden proceeded to build up one of the finest law 
practices in New England in partnership with William Willis. He 
served a second term in the state legislature and one term in Congress 
as a Whig (q.v.). In Washington he learned to dislike slavery, and his 
opposition to the institution grew until he became one of the original 
organizers of the Republican Party (q.v.). Before that, however, he 
served two more terms in the state legislature and tried several times 
unsuccessfully for the U.S. House and Senate. As Maine came more 
and more to embrace Fessenden’s attitude on slavery, he gained 
stature and was elected to the U.S. Senate as a Republican in 1854. 
He would hold that seat until his death in 1869, with a brief time out 
when he served as the secretary of the treasury in 1864 and 1865. In 
the Senate, Fessenden’s real power was in the finance committee, 
which he came to chair. As such he helped fund the Union war cause 
through the backing of higher wartime taxes, the national banking 
system, and the printing of paper money, which he opposed but ad- 
mitted had to be resorted to because of the unprecedented emergency 
of the rebellion. Once the war ended he led the call for fiscal conser- 
vatism and a recall of greenbacks. 

During Reconstruction Fessenden was considered a Radical Repub- 
lican (q.v.) without the petulance and viciousness attributed to most of 
them. He was against outright confiscation of Rebels’ property and not 
as enthused about punishment. But his view of Reconstruction was not 
far from that of Representative Thaddeus Stevens (q.v.) of Pennsylva- 
nia. Fessenden saw Reconstruction as a congressional function, with the 
South reverting to conquered provinces. He lacked respect for President 
Andrew Johnson (q.v.). Johnson was just too Southern to suit a die-hard 
Yankee like Fessenden, who thoroughly disapproved of his policies and 
conduct as too sympathetic to Rebels. As chairman of the Joint Com- 
mittee of Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.), Fessenden conducted the in- 
vestigation that led to the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.) and the justifi- 
cation of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). But he disapproved of 
the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.) and the impeachment (q.v.) of the presi- 
dent, and refused to vote to convict, despite his position as majority 
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leader. Fessenden faced a storm of criticism and many doubted if he 
could win another senatorial term, but he died before the question was 
raised formally in the Maine state legislature. After his death many for- 
mer critics came over to his principled viewpoint on presidential power 
and hailed him as a principled man who had voted his conscience on a 
very difficult issue. 


FIFTEENTH AMENDMENT. The Republicans (q.v.) saw the African 
American vote as central to a true Reconstruction of the nation after 
the Civil War. Partly it was because the South would reenter the 
Union with the freed slaves counting as whole persons for purposes 
of representation and taxation. That is to say, the South lost the war 
and as a reward for freeing the slaves, which was forced upon them 
by the Emancipation Proclamation and the Thirteenth Amendment 
(qq.v.), would actually gain seats in the House of Representatives. 
This threatened Republican control of the nation when joined with 
Northern Democrat (q.v.) votes already challenging Reconstruction 
and other domestic policies (transcontinental railroad, national bank- 
ing system, land grant colleges, and higher taxes and tariffs). Another 
reason for the African Americans to vote was that their numbers 
would help Republicans gain a political toehold in the Southern states 
that could be obtained no other way. There were too few whites will- 
ing to go against the Lost Cause consistently. But blacks had no 
qualms about voting Republican all the time. Finally, there was the 
notion that through the ballot and their voting strength blacks would 
command a respect for their rights that no other method could obtain. 
The North knew that it could not police the South with soldiers for- 
ever. Sooner or later the African Americans would have to guarantee 
their own rights and economic independence, and the ballot offered a 
manner in which to achieve this. 

But there was a bit of a problem with granting African Americans 
the right to vote. As past elections had shown, Northern voters were 
unalterably opposed to blacks voting in their precincts. State after 
state had rejected post—Civil War referenda designed to allow blacks 
to vote in the North. To insist on blacks voting up North would give 
the whole ball game to President Andrew Johnson and the Demo- 
crats. So something hypocritical, yet eminently politically wise, was 
needed to fasten the Negro vote on the South but preserve the North 
for whites only. The result was seen in the Fourteenth Amendment 
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(q.v.), which allowed Congress to reduce a state’s representation by 
the same proportion that it systematically denied the vote to any part 
of its male population, and the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), 
which required the South to register and count black voters in all 
elections and approve of the Fourteenth Amendment. In the presi- 
dential election of 1868 (q.v.) the nation voted with a not-too-subtle 
double standard that had blacks voting in the Reconstructed South by 
federal law but not in the North. 

But the elections in 1867, where Radical Republicans (q.v.) were 
hit hard, and the presidential election of 1868, where Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) was rumored to have won only with the black vote from 
the South, showed the precarious nature of Republican power in 
Washington, D.C. Radicals argued that the party was losing many 
white votes in the North anyhow, so now was the time to extend black 
voting everywhere. There were compelling reasons beyond mere pol- 
itics to do it. Blacks had fought willingly for the Union, and it ap- 
pealed to social justice that all should be treated the same. But others 
were not so sure. Whites feared political equality would lead to so- 
cial equality. The matter would have to be rehashed many times be- 
fore a proper formula could be found to appeal to all factions of the 
party. The result was an amendment to the Constitution that was 
worded in such a manner as to not actually grant the franchise to 
African Americans, but also not permit them to be refused the vote 
solely on the matter of race. The Fifteenth Amendment established 
impartial but not universal suffrage. The states could still reject vot- 
ers on any factor but color or former condition of servitude. 

Having produced essentially a weak amendment, the Republicans 
faced the problem of ratification. At first the process looked good. 
The New England states, except for Rhode Island, which feared the 
measure would stimulate the Irish to vote, voted their strong aboli- 
tionist (q.v.) leanings. The South joined in voting for the amendment. 
Most of the legislatures were Republican, there was a large black 
vote already, and whites figured that if the South had to let blacks 
vote, why not the North? The border states disliked the idea im- 
mensely. Their legislatures dominated by Republicans, West Virginia, 
Maryland (which already had the Negro franchise through prior state 
action), and Missouri passed the amendment. The rest voted it down 
(Delaware and Kentucky) or refused to vote at all (Tennessee). The 
far West (California and Oregon) rejected the measure, fearing its ef- 
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fect on allowing the Chinese to vote. Only Nevada, removed from the 
implications of that question, approved of it. The Middle Atlantic 
states and the Old Northwest (today’s Midwest) split, almost equally 
between Republicans and Democrats and with a strong Southern her- 
itage in the area along the Ohio River, passed the amendment only as 
a party measure. 

In the end, the required three-fourths of the states was lacking. But 
there was a solution. Three Southern states (Texas, Mississippi, and 
Virginia) had yet to complete Reconstruction. A fourth, Georgia, had 
been thrown out a second time when it refused to seat elected black 
legislators. These states were now required to ratify the Fifteenth 
Amendment (in addition to the Fourteenth Amendment) to regain 
their places in the new Union. In this way, the South offset the lack 
of Northern support, and the Fifteenth Amendment passed and be- 
came a part of the Constitution on 30 March 1870. 

But almost immediately it began to be ignored in the South. The 
Congress tried to enforce it and the Fourteenth Amendment through 
the Enforcement Acts (q.v.), only to see both measures restricted by 
adverse Supreme Court (q.v.) decisions. By 1898, the Fifteenth 
Amendment had been totally circumvented in the South by limits on 
voting that were not overtly by race, such as literacy tests, grandfa- 
ther clauses, the poll tax, and the white primary (primaries were con- 
ducted solely under state law or as private clubs elections). Until the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, only in the North did blacks have a chance 
to vote, courtesy of the Fifteenth Amendment. 


FILIBUSTERING. In the Western Hemisphere, the United States of 
the 1850s followed the same “Spread Eagle foreign policy” (q.v.) as 
it did in Europe and Asia. It must be accorded one of the miracles of 
the nineteenth century that the United States never took the Spanish 
colonies left over from the Latin American revolutions for indepen- 
dence, Cuba and Puerto Rico, before the Civil War. As Puerto Rico 
was considered the less valuable of the two, American antebellum in- 
terest centered on Cuba, the “Pearl of the Antilles,” the fertile island 
“sugar bowl” that guarded the mouth of the Mississippi River. In- 
deed, every U.S. president from Thomas Jefferson to William 
McKinley (with the exception of Abraham Lincoln [q.v.]) offered to 
buy Cuba from Spain. James K. Polk offered $100 million, far more 
than the measly $40 million he offered Mexico for New Mexico and 
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California, before he took them by force and gave Mexico an even 
more insulting $15 million. 

The War with Mexico merely whetted American appetites for ex- 
pansion to the south. The Mexican Cession was considered to be 
nothing but barren desert. But Cuba, that was a prize worth contem- 
plating. It had a slave economy in place and a staple crop (sugar) 
worth millions. But Spain would not sell, preferring to see Cuba 
“sink into the ocean” before transferring it to another power. It would 
be impossible to get a declaration of war through Congress. So the 
supporters of Cuban revolution used another ploy. They created pri- 
vate armies of conquest called filibustering expeditions. The men 
who led them were filibusterers, from filibustereros in Spanish, an 
old corruption of the Dutch word vribueter, which is similar to the 
English freebooter. 

The end of the War with Mexico left a lot of unemployed soldiers 
who wished to become adventurers, for the right price. Most Ameri- 
cans believed that Cubans would revolt from monarchical Spain if 
they had a little support from the freedom-loving slaveholders of the 
United States. There had been aborted revolutions in the past. One of 
these had involved Narciso Lopez, a native of Venezuela. Now he 
came to the United States to recruit followers to conquer Cuba for the 
aggrandizement of the conquerors. 

Lopez was nothing if not persistent. Stopped leaving New York 
Harbor with a force of volunteers in 1849, he transferred his opera- 
tions to New Orleans, where officials were more understanding. His 
party reached the Cuban beaches to find no one rose to meet them. 
Pursued by a Spanish fleet, Lopez and his followers reached Key 
West, where he was arrested for violation of the neutrality laws. The 
jury found him not guilty. He walked out of court a hero. Men clam- 
ored to join him. In 1851, he raised an army of filibusterers number- 
ing 500. The Spanish were ready. His men were massacred on the 
beaches. The survivors surrendered to the Spanish, who executed 
Lopez and fifty of his leaders. These became known in the United 
States as the “Gallant Fifty-one.” President Millard Fillmore (q.v.) 
had a different view. He apologized and paid Spain $25,000 damages. 
Spain released the 100 captives still alive. 

When Fillmore left office to be replaced by Franklin Pierce (q.v.), 
everyone knew something would happen. Pierce was an avowed ex- 
pansionist. He appointed a man of like demeanor, Pierre Soulé (q.v.) 
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of Louisiana, as U.S. minister to Spain. Soulé was so outspoken in 
the United States’ right to Cuba that his appointment was an insult to 
Spain. The European diplomatic corps snubbed him. When the 
French ambassador in Spain made an insulting remark about the dé- 
colletage of Mrs. Soulé’s dress, Soulé challenged him to a duel and 
shot him in the hip, maiming the man for life. Europe was outraged; 
Americans were thrilled that their honor was upheld. 

Soulé soon was in the thick of the Cuban mess. Spain had been en- 
forcing its shipping laws very strictly against American seamen, be- 
cause of the Lopez affair. After a series of minor incidents, Spain seized 
the U.S -registered ship Black Warrior for lacking a proper cargo man- 
ifest. Soulé delivered an abusive note to the Spanish, demanding 
$300,000 damages. Since he acted on his own volition, Spain ignored 
him and dealt directly with Washington, where the Black Warrior’s 
owners agreed to accept $53,000. But Soulé had scored once again 
among the expansionist crowd of the young United States. 

During the Crimean War, Pierce offered Spain $130 million for 
Cuba. Spain refused again. Secretary of State William Marcy ordered 
Soulé to detach Cuba from Spain, if possible. Soulé moved to com- 
ply. He invited the U.S. ministers from France (John Y. Mason) and 
Great Britain (James Buchanan) to meet him in secret at Ostend, Bel- 
gium. There they issued the so-called Ostend Manifesto, a misnomer 
in that it was issued in Ostend but it was not a manifesto. 

The document made a series of assumptions and suggestions to 
Marcy to guide future U.S. policy toward Cuba. Possession of Cuba 
was necessary to suppress the African slave trade, to promote Cuban- 
American trade, to prevent further insults to the U.S. flag like the 
Black Warrior incident, and as a strategic location necessary to na- 
tional security. Hence the island should be bought at once for $120 
million. If Spain refused, and it was sure to do so, and Spanish rule 
became dangerous to U.S. interests in the Gulf, we would be justified 
in taking Cuba by force. 

The manifesto was leaked in the press even before Marcy saw it. 
Europe and the antislavery (q.v.) elements of the U.S. North blew it 
all out of proportion as a Southern attempt to extend American slav- 
ery into new territory. Marcy firmly rejected the suggestions of the 
manifesto and left his letter asking Soulé to detach Cuba from Spain 
out of the documents sent to Congress. Soulé resigned in a huff, in- 
sulted by Marcy’s duplicity. Buchanan and Mason denied culpability. 
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The Democrats (q.v.) lost many seats in the 1854 congressional by- 
elections, and the new Republican Party (q.v.) looked forward with 
anticipation to the election of 1856 (q.v.), when it would run its first 
presidential candidate. 

But Cuba was not the only place of American filibustering interest 
in Latin America in the 1850s. William Walker wished to advance 
U.S. control into Nicaragua and Honduras. A slight man, 5 feet, 6 
inches, and 100 pounds, Walker was called the “Grey-eyed Man of 
Destiny.” He went to California during the Gold Rush, dabbled in 
newspaper editing, and hit upon the idea of capturing Central Amer- 
ica for the United States to exploit as potential slave territory. There 
was also the potential for an isthmian canal. After an abortive expe- 
dition into Baja California in 1853, Walker led three campaigns to 
take over the government in Nicaragua, where he also fronted for the 
William Vanderbilt interest in railroads and shipping. Nicaragua of- 
fered a healthier route across the isthmus than Panama to the south, 
albeit longer in land distance. Everything seemed to be going well 
until Walker revoked the charter of the Vanderbilt company. Vander- 
bilt was not one to mess with. He financed a nationalist revolution 
against the Walker dictatorship. After Walker was deposed, he fool- 
ishly came back to suffer defeat again. A third try in 1860, this time 
in Honduras, caused the British to step in, capture him, and turn him 
over the Honduran government. His execution soon followed. 

As common as Walker’s efforts in Central America were, other ex- 
peditions into the north Mexican states, such as Sonora, were made. 
There was still a lot of sentiment in the United States that all of Mex- 
ico should have been annexed after the 1848 treaty. This feeling 
was tapped when George W. L. Bickley, a Cincinnati doctor, became 
president-general of an organization called the Knights of the Golden 
Circle, named after a mythical crusading force in a popular novel of 
the 1840s, the Knights of the Golden Horseshoe. Bickley organized 
castles all over the United States, especially in the West and South. 
He plotted a military expedition of “energetic Anglo-Saxons” to con- 
quer Mexico and “Texas-ize” the area. He thought as many as 
twenty-five slave states might be formed from Mexico. 

His harebrained scheme seemed real enough to Northern antislav- 
ery people to terrorize them throughout the Civil War and Recon- 
struction. Many thought that the movement of pro-Southern sympa- 
thizers, called Copperheads (q.v.), against the Union war effort was 
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Bickley’s plans come to the fore. Bickley was picked up with a 
Southern army during the war and spent two years in jail without 
trial. Afterward, he emerged as a broken man. Filibustering, although 
still a popular topic of modern Hollywood, died out with the advent 
of the real war in 1861. 


FILLMORE, MILLARD (1800-1874). Born in upstate New York, 
Millard Fillmore read law, was admitted to the bar, and moved to 
Buffalo by 1830. Like fellow upstater and Whig (q.v.) lawyer 
William H. Seward (q.v.), Fillmore was a student of Thurlow Weed 
in New York politics, serving in the state assembly and two terms in 
the U.S. Congress, where he was chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee and an advocate of Henry Clay’s American System (q.v.). 
Defeated in a bid to become governor of New York, Fillmore ac- 
cepted the vice presidency to balance the Whig ticket in 1848 under 
slaveholding Southerner and war hero Zachary Taylor (q.v.). Unlike 
Taylor, Fillmore supported the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.). When 
Taylor died, Fillmore’s accession to the presidency cooled passions 
considerably, and he signed the compromise and enforced the Fugi- 
tive Slave Law rigorously. This caused him much unpopularity with 
the Northern branch of the Whig Party, the Conscience Whigs led by 
Seward, and he lost a renomination for the presidency in 1852. He 
ran as the American Party (q.v.) candidate in 1856, but the slavery is- 
sue had divided the old Whigs so badly by then that he stood little 
chance to win. He retired to Buffalo, where he died some years later. 


FIRE-EATERS. Those antebellum Southern politicians who champi- 
oned the breakup of the Democratic Party (q.v.) and the Union were 
called Fire-Eaters. They were generally led by William Yancey of Al- 
abama, but included James L. Orr (South Carolina), Albert Gallatin 
Brown (Mississippi), Pierre Soulé (q.v.) (Louisiana), Alfred Iverson 
(Georgia), and William T. Wigfall (Texas). 


FISH, HAMILTON (1808-1893). The son of New York patricians, 
Hamilton Fish grew up to become one of the most important secre- 
taries of state in the nation’s history and one of the only decent cab- 
inet picks that Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) made. Fish had a private ed- 
ucation and graduated Columbia University with the highest 
honors. He read law and entered practice; he eventually evolved 
into Whig (q.v.) politics from a Federalist Party tradition. He ran for 
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state assembly in a Democrat district and lost, but managed to win 
a congressional seat for one term in 1842. Not returned to Congress, 
Fish turned to the lieutenant governorship of New York only to lose 
the race. A special election for the same office a year later proved 
successful, and in 1848 Fish moved on to the governor’s chair, 
where he opened a statewide free school system and modernized 
the Erie Canal. He was opposed to the extension of slavery into the 
territories obtained from Mexico and was slated to be placed in 
President Zachary Taylor’s (q.v.) reorganized cabinet, but the pres- 
ident’s death ended that. 

Although Fish was not renominated as governor, the Whigs put 
him forward as their candidate for the U.S. Senate. In a hotly con- 
tested race in the state legislature, Fish emerged triumphant despite 
his refusal to denounce the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), which per- 
mitted slavery to advance into the Mexican Cession, in contradiction 
of his own earlier announced position. In Washington he generally 
followed the lead of the senior New York senator, William H. Seward 
(q.v.), and his back home backer, Thurlow Weed, without much 
imagination. He became a Republican (q.v.) only because the Whigs 
were going into decline, but he never embraced the slavery issue as 
the main concern of American politics. After his Senate term expired, 
Fish took his family to Europe for a two-year vacation. When he re- 
turned he decided to work actively for the election of Abraham Lin- 
coln (q.v.), and advised the outgoing James Buchanan (q.v.) adminis- 
tration to get tough with the South. During the war he worked on the 
New York state defense committee and negotiated the exchange of 
prisoners of war. 

After the war Fish had no special claim to a position in the Ulysses 
S. Grant administration beyond the fact that he had entertained the 
president-elect and knew him personally. In truth, Fish really did not 
want to serve, having retired from politics. But Grant insisted and 
sent his personal aide, Orville Babcock, to ask Fish to come aboard. 
Fish agreed only to help the administration get started, but he ended 
up serving as secretary of state for Grant’s two terms, during which 
time he became a pillar of honesty and moderation. 

As secretary of state, Fish reluctantly supported Grant’s desire to 
annex the ill-governed republic of San Domingo, a stand that cost him 
an old friendship with opposing Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.). Fish 
also had much difficulty charting a middle course between Cuban in- 
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surrectionists and the government of Spain, which he pressured to 
recognize legitimate claims for damages filed by U.S. citizens (see 
CUBAN INSURRECTION). He attempted to negotiate a Central 
American canal with Colombia and Nicaragua in succession but failed 
in both efforts. He also failed to obtain a convention with Korea for 
American trading interests. 

But in other areas Fish was more successful. He acted as a pro- 
tector of German citizens in France during the Franco-Prussian 
War, and he kept the conflict from spreading to their Asian 
colonies, reduced incursions along the Mexican border with much 
tact, and had the Russian minister to the United States recalled for 
interfering with negotiations with Great Britain over its turning a 
blind eye to Confederate shipbuilding efforts during the Civil War. 
These Alabama claims (q.v.) in the end became Fish’s greatest 
claim to fame, as he skillfully presented the American viewpoint 
and carried the negotiations through to a successful conclusion. He 
also got Britain to agree to the notion that extradition of a wanted 
person need not be accomplished through charges identical to 
those in the asking nation’s courts, but could be for any other vi- 
able reason. 

After the end of his tenure as secretary of state, Fish retired to 
New York to live the life of a man of means, culture, and good taste. 
He enjoyed his family, and had eight children with his wife, Julia 
Kean, who was considered a most gracious hostess. He was assisted 
in many of his public jobs by his son, Hamilton, who became an im- 
portant man in his own right and achieved special notoriety years 
later by receiving a personal rebuke from President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt for his opposition to the New Deal. The senior Fish lived 
out the rest of the nineteenth century, serving as a trustee of Co- 
lumbia University, president-general of the Society of Cincinnati, 
president of the Union League, and president of the New York His- 
torical Society. 


FISHER’S HILL, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


FIVE FORKS, BATTLE OF. See APPOMATTOX CAMPAIGN. 
FLOYD, JOHN. See SECESSION, BUCHANAN’S CABINET AND. 
FORCE ACTS. See ENFORCEMENT ACTS. 
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FORFEITED RIGHTS OR SHELLABARGER-CHASE THE- 
ORY. See RECONSTRUCTION, THEORIES OF. 


FORREST, NATHAN BEDFORD (1821-1877). Born in Tennessee 
and raised in Mississippi, Nathan Bedford Forrest grew up in a fron- 
tier region with very little formal education. But he made up for it 
with a lot of spunk. He was a blacksmith and a farmer until he moved 
to Hernando, Mississippi, and became a planter who dealt in horses 
and slaves. Then he went to Memphis in the 1850s and made it big in 
real estate, becoming a town alderman. Through his various travels 
as a businessman, Forrest came to know the highways and byways of 
northern Mississippi, Alabama, and southwestern Tennessee like few 
others. 

Forrest enrolled as a private in the Confederate army in 1861. He 
soon went home to raise and equip his own battalion of cavalry, 
which he commanded as lieutenant colonel. He first drew notice dur- 
ing the Shiloh Campaign (q.v.), when he refused to surrender his 
command at Ft. Donelson (q.v.), escaping through the swamps, and 
commanded the rear guard during the Rebel retreat from Shiloh. Ap- 
pointed brigadier general in July 1862, he began his raiding behind 
Union lines, using all those roads and paths he knew so well, for 
which he became famous. 

Forrest was an aggressive personality. Shot by a subordinate during a 
quarrel, Forrest managed to hold his opponent’s gun hand while he 
opened his pocketknife with his teeth and cut his guts out. Then he cried 
over the carnage he had wrought as the man died in his arms. He clashed 
often with more cautious and less imaginative superiors, threatening 
their lives in no uncertain terms, which finally earned him an indepen- 
dent command and the rank of major general. 

He was perhaps the best natural-born soldier from either side in the 
war. He knew when to bluff and when to fight. He constantly sur- 
prised opponents from ambush, took on armed river steamboats, and 
was always at the forefront of all attacks. He decisively drove back 
Union forces at Brice’s Crossroads (q.v.) and Tupelo, earning him the 
grudging admiration of Union Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.) 
as “that devil Forrest.” Although his career was tarnished by the mas- 
sacre of prisoners and wounded at Ft. Pillow (q.v.) in 1864, he was 
never defeated until the Selma Campaign (q.v.) in 1865. He ended the 
war as lieutenant general, turning himself and his men in as a part of 
the Citronelle surrender (q.v.). 
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After the war, Forrest returned to Memphis completely broke. He 
engaged in planting, railroading, and insurance, but was never able to 
recoup himself economically. Forrest also involved himself in Re- 
construction politics. He was willing to accept the results of the war 
insofar as slavery was concerned, but he brooked no compromise 
with the idea that the South would always be a white man’s country. 
He was the first imperial grand wizard of the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.) and 
stonewalled his way through a congressional investigation that led to 
the Enforcement Acts (q.v.). He died from typhoid in Memphis. 


FORREST’S WEST TENNESSEE RAID. See BRICE’S CROSS- 
ROADS, BATTLE OF. 


FORT ACT. See MONEY ISSUE. 


FT. DELAWARE. The most dreaded Federal installation that housed 
Confederate prisoners of war, because of the brutality of the guards 
and the Delaware River’s tides, which flooded the prison twice a day. 
See also PRISONS. 


FT. DERUSSY. See RED RIVER CAMPAIGN. 


FT. DONELSON, BATTLE OF. After the fall of Ft. Henry (q.v.) on 6 
February 1862, Brig. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) and Flag Off. An- 
drew Foote moved on Ft. Donelson, located on the Cumberland. As 
usual, the navy arrived first, not having to contend with the cold 
weather and muddy roads. Foote decided to try to bombard Ft. 
Donelson into surrender before Grant arrived on its land side. 

But Ft. Donelson was better sited than Ft. Henry. Its bigger guns 
smashed his little fleet. Foote drifted out of range and waited for 
Grant’s infantry to invest the land side of the fort. But the Confeder- 
ates attacked Grant on 15 February, and forced open the escape route 
to Clarksville and Nashville. 

At this point, the Confederate command malfunctioned. It needed 
to continue the attack or escape immediately to save the men. It did 
neither. Under the inept Brig. Gen. John Floyd, the Rebel army re- 
treated back into its entrenchments and Grant reclosed the siege lines. 
Floyd was overly impressed with his value as a prisoner, so he gave 
the command to his subordinate, Brig. Gen. Gideon Pillow, and 
boarded a river steamer to escape with some Virginia regiments. Pil- 
low did the same, passing command to Brig. Gen. Simon B. Buckner. 
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Cavalry leader Col. Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.) could smell sur- 
render and led his men out through the swamps. 

Meanwhile, Buckner asked Grant for terms, assuming that Grant 
would remember that Buckner had been an old friend who had once 
loaned him much needed money. Grant sent him his famous answer: 
“unconditional surrender.” Buckner reluctantly accepted, and Grant 
had captured the first of three Confederate armies (this one about 
15,000 strong) he would capture during the war. Up North, he was an 
instant hero, the press noting the initials of his name matched his un- 
conditional surrender demand. And Johnston immediately retreated 
out of Kentucky into northern Mississippi to plan a new attack. 


FT. FISHER. See WILMINGTON, BATTLE OF. 


FT. HENRY, BATTLE OF. On 6 February 1862, Brig. Gen. Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.) and Flag Off. Andrew Foote moved on Ft. Henry, the 
western-most and weakest of the forts commanding the Kentucky- 
Tennessee border. Commanded by Brig. Gen. Lloyd Tilghman, Ft. 
Henry was partially inundated by the spring flood. It mounted seven- 
teen guns, but was unfinished and commanded by a high plateau to 
its rear, which Grant hoped to take. Delayed by weather and muddy 
roads, Grant arrived late to find that Tilghman had sent most of his 
force over to Ft. Donelson (q.v.) and had surrendered Ft. Henry and 
eighty men to Foote after a short naval bombardment. Fortunately, 
Foote’s naval batteries had outranged the land guns in Ft. Henry, 
making victory possible. 


FT. HINDMAN, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 
FT. LOUDON. See KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. 

FT. McALLISTER. See MARCH TO THE SEA. 

FT. PEMBERTON. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


FT. PILLOW MASSACRE. With the Confederate cavalry division of 
Brig. Gen. James R. Chalmers, Maj. Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.) 
moved on 12 April 1864 to neutralize Ft. Pillow, garrisoned to protect 
Federal river traffic above Memphis on the Mississippi River. Chalmers 
began the attack against the 600 defenders, who were divided almost 
equally between blue-coated African Americans and loyal Tennessee 
whites. Supporting the fort was the Union gunboat New Era. 
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The Confederates attacked the installation very carefully, working 
into positions that afforded the gunboat no field of fire. By 3:30 P.M., 
Forrest offered the defenders a last chance to surrender. It was re- 
fused. The Rebel cavalry overran the fort in short order, and that is 
when the trouble began. 

The Confederates said the severe Federal casualties (231 killed, 
100 wounded, 210 prisoners) came when the garrison retreated 
across the open beach to the shelter of the gunboat. The Union men, 
black and white, said that they tried to give up early on in the at- 
tack, but that the Confederates refused to accept their surrender and 
shot them down. “No quarter! No quarter! Kill the damned niggers! 
Shoot them down!” the Rebel cavalry shouted. To the Rebels the 
African Americans were escaped slaves in rebellion and the whites 
were traitors to the South. The U.S. congressional investigation 
said that murder ran amok, some blacks were buried alive, and 
wounded of both races were burned alive in their tents. The Con- 
federates countered that it was merely an overwhelming victory 
against troops who refused to give up. Historians have tended to 
back the congressional investigation as an accurate story of what 
really happened. 


FT. STEDMAN, BATTLE OF. See APPOMATTOX CAMPAIGN. 


FT. STEVENS, BATTLE OF. See WASHINGTON, EARLY’S RAID 
ON. 


FT. SUMTER, BATTLE OF. With the secession of the Southern 
states, many federal garrisons wound up in hostile territory. But by 
March 1861, the United States held only Ft. Jefferson on the Dry Tor- 
tugas off of Key West, Ft. Taylor at Key West, Ft. Pickens at Pen- 
sacola, and Ft. Sumter at Charleston. Because of the aggressive na- 
ture of South Carolina in asserting its sovereignty over Charleston’s 
numerous forts and arsenals, on 26 December 1860 Maj. Robert An- 
derson moved his approximately 120 officers, soldiers, and workmen 
from easily accessible Castle Pinckney in the city and Ft. Moultrie on 
the bay to unfinished Ft. Sumter on an island of riprap near the mouth 
of the harbor, commanding the main ship channel. The fort had 48 
guns emplaced, although the walls were designed to accommodate 
140. Twenty-one of the cannon were along the top of the walls and 
hence quite vulnerable to enemy fire. 
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Meanwhile, because President James Buchanan’s (q.v.) cabinet 
had been reshuffled in favor of a stronger Northern presence, 
Buchanan decided to send a supply ship to succor the fort. He sent a 
commercial ship, the Star of the West, to remain as nonthreatening as 
possible. South Carolina gunners drove it off in a hail of fire on 8 Jan- 
uary 1861. Buchanan did manage to send supplies to Ft. Pickens. 
When Abraham Lincoln became president, he would reinforce and 
hold Ft. Pickens, as Confederate President Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) 
commander there, Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.), being as irresolute as 
ever, refused to make the assault. 

But by far the most important symbolically were the several in- 
stallations in Charleston, the seedbed of secession. After the organi- 
zation of the Confederacy, the new government sent Brig. Gen. P. G. 
T. Beauregard (q.v.) to take command of Charleston. Beauregard re- 
ceived instructions on 10 April 1861 to demand Anderson’s surrender 
or reduce the fort by fire. Anderson said he was fast running out of 
supplies and would have to yield by noon on 15 April. Beauregard 
went ahead with the bombardment, opening fire on the morning of 12 
April. 

Enduring a thirty-four-hour shelling, which set most of the build- 
ings inside of the fort on fire, Anderson yielded on 14 April. He was 
allowed to evacuate his men to an awaiting Federal relief fleet at the 
mouth of the harbor that had not dared challenge the Confederate bat- 
teries. Anderson’s losses amounted to two wounded (one of whom 
died later) and one killed, the latter dying when an accidental explo- 
sion occurred as Anderson saluted the lowered national ensign ac- 
cording to surrender terms. 

Four years later, on 14 April 1865, Anderson raised the same na- 
tional flag as Union troops reoccupied Ft. Sumter, it having been 
turned into rubble amid the numerous assaults made during the war. 
President Lincoln had been invited, but declined, destiny preferring 
him to attend Ford’s Theater in Washington, D.C., instead. 


FORTIETH CONGRESS EXTRA SESSION ACT. A measure 
passed by the outgoing Second Session of the Thirty-ninth Con- 
gress to call into extra session the First Session of the Fortieth 
Congress immediately upon its adjournment. The idea was to cre- 
ate a Congress with three sessions that would not adjourn until 
President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) had been thoroughly defeated in his 
attempts to reconstruct the South through presidential proclamation. 
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As both Johnson and his predecessor, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), acted 
frequently in the gaps between congressional sessions, this would 
curb executive interference. 


“FORTY ACRES AND A MULE.” The idea of each head of family 
receiving forty acres of farmland and a mule to work it with is one of 
the most enduring myths of Reconstruction. It is true that Congress 
in the first Freedmen’s Bureau law instructed the Bureau of 
Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands (q.v.) to administer all 
property abandoned by owners during the war and now under federal 
control. It is true that Congress saw the land being divided up and 
doled out among the freed slaves. But there was not enough aban- 
doned land to accomplish this prodigious task. And President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.) soon pardoned the original owners and returned the 
property to them. The Civil War was a revolution of sorts but not un- 
controlled anarchy. There would be no violation of property rights 
guaranteed under the Constitution. Few freedmen beyond those in- 
volved in the Port Royal Experiment (q.v.) in the Sea Islands along 
the south Atlantic coast received any land, unless they bought it. 
Blacks refused to abandon their hope until well after Christmas 1865, 
when the land giveaway was rumored to be taking place. But it never 
did. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. Once the Congress had repassed the 
Freedmen’s Bureau and Civil Rights Acts of 1866 (qq.v.) over Presi- 
dent Andrew Johnson’s vetoes, it had indicated that it would not ac- 
cept his view on Reconstruction. This meant that Congress now had 
to suggest an alternative, definitive program, a responsibility that fell 
on the Joint Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.). Histori- 
ans have traditionally examined the origins of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment as a sort of plot to advance Reconstruction toward more and 
more vindictive goals designed to make the process unpalatable to 
the white South. Modern authors have seen it more as Congress 
searching for some solution that all could live with now that the pres- 
ident had thrown down the gauntlet on the Freedmen’s Bureau and 
the Civil Rights Act of 1866. It was put forward as an amendment to 
ensure that a succeeding Congress would not be able to alter it by 
mere majority vote—a real problem, it turns out, given the tenuous 
hold of the Republicans (q.v.) on the national and particularly South- 
ern state governments. The reason the seceded states had to endorse 
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the Fourteenth Amendment, even though Congress refused to admit 
they were full-fledged states in the Union yet and there was legiti- 
mate doubt if they could ratify any amendment given their status in 
limbo, was to signify a sort of Civil War peace treaty (nonexistent, 
then and forever, unless the Compromise of 1877 [q.v.] qualifies). 

Even though many commentators today believe that the Four- 
teenth Amendment was typically American, something quite in the 
realm of continuing constitutional development, it was a really revo- 
lutionary document. It was the first amendment that operated directly 
upon the states rather than the federal government. The first section 
was basically a repetition of the Civil Rights Act of 1866, which na- 
tionalized citizenship. Before the Civil War citizenship was guaran- 
teed by the states. Now it was nationalized and the power was given 
to the states only in the absence of action by the federal government. 
And for the states to exercise this power, they had to stay within cer- 
tain boundaries. They could not make or enforce any law that 
“abridged the privileges or immunities” of citizens, deny a citizen 
“equal protection of the laws,” or deprive anyone of “life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of the law.” This section overturned 
Dred Scott v. Sanford (q.v.), in which the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) 
had declared that blacks were not citizens and actually threatened the 
constitutionality of the Civil Rights Act of 1866. 

The second part of the amendment handled the problem of South- 
ern representation. Because of racist tendencies among Northern 
voters, Republicans in Congress did not wish to alienate their con- 
stituency by granting the African Americans the vote outright. Every 
time some movement to free blacks or expand their rights had taken 
place during the war, the Republican vote had dropped precipitously 
in the North. But Republicans knew that to hold on to the nation with 
the increase in Southern representation that came from freeing the 
slaves, they would have to either grant blacks the right to vote (they 
would vote for the party that freed them from slavery, the Republi- 
cans assumed, smugly) or somehow reduce this representation. So 
the second section apportioned representation in Congress among 
the whole numbers of persons in the several states, recognizing 
African Americans as complete citizens (not three-fifths of one per- 
son as before the war). But if any male over the age of twenty-one 
and a citizen of the United States was denied the vote (except for par- 
ticipation in rebellion or conviction of a crime), a state’s representa- 
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tion could be reduced in direct proportion. This was in effect a bribe 
to the South to permit blacks to vote or accept a loss in representa- 
tion in Congress. Its weakness of course was that the white Southern 
establishment just might accept the deal, deny the African Americans 
the right to vote, and take the loss. And it ignored gender, a matter 
that did not sit well with the Suffragettes, many of whom had been 
ardent abolitionists (q.v.) before the war. 

The third section treated the whites who had taken an oath to the 
United States before the war in any capacity and then taken a similar 
oath to support the Confederacy. These men would be denied the vote 
until Congress decided by a two-thirds vote at some future date to 
give them a special amnesty (done at various times between 1872 and 
1898). Another section of the amendment validated the Union war 
debt and nullified the Confederate war debt, implying that the Con- 
federacy never existed as a legitimate entity. The final section al- 
lowed Congress to make such laws as it thought necessary to enforce 
the amendment. It was this section that would permit Congress to 
pass the Enforcement Acts (q.v.) in 1870 and 1871. 

The proposals that made up the final draft of the Fourteenth 
Amendment were not set in cement. At any point President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.) might have altered the process had he been willing to 
compromise with the Congress on Reconstruction. But Johnson’s op- 
position led Southerners to vote the amendment down in every 
Southern state except Tennessee, where the Republicans had by 
chance obtained a majority in the legislature, which they manipulated 
mercilessly. In most of the South the vote against the Fourteenth 
Amendment was unanimous or so lopsided as to be virtually so. The 
result was that Congress admitted Tennessee back into the Union and 
turned to the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) to coerce the South 
into proper readmission. Part of that admission would be Southern 
ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment, now so necessary because 
too many Northern states had rejected it, also. It would achieve final 
approval on 28 July 1868, right after the readmission of North Car- 
olina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and 
Louisiana into the Union. 


FRANKLIN, BATTLE OF. See NASHVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


FRANKLIN’S CROSSING, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA 
CAMPAIGN. 
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FREDERICKSBURG, FIRST BATTLE OF. See FREDERICKS- 
BURG CAMPAIGN. 


FREDERICKSBURG, SECOND BATTLE OF. See CHANCEL- 
LORSVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


FREDERICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. After the Battle of Antietam 
(q.v.), Union President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) awaited the results of 
the 1862 congressional elections before he replaced Maj. Gen. 
George B. McClellan (q.v.) as head of the Army of the Potomac with 
a close army and business friend, Maj. Gen. Ambrose E. Burnside 
(q.v.). To his credit, Burnside initially turned down the appointment. 
For the country’s sake and his view in history, he should have tried 
harder, rather than finally reluctantly accepting. It is claimed that he 
cried like a baby at his fate, and worked very hard to be worthy of 
it—so hard, in fact, he literally made himself sick. 

Burnside took over the army in the East when it was about where 
it had been the previous summer, stretched out along the Orange and 
Alexandria Railroad. As usual, that supply and communication line 
was vulnerable to Confederate cavalry raiders. So Burnside took a 
page out of the McClellan book and moved his whole force to Fred- 
ericksburg. There his supplies and communications were dependent 
upon the U.S. Navy, and quite reliable. His main base became Aquia 
Creek Landing. 

Burnside actually stole a march on Rebel Gen. Robert E. Lee 
(q.v.). The idea was for the Union army to cross the Rappahannock 
River on pontoon bridges and march south overland to Richmond. 
But for one reason or another the pontoons were two weeks late, and 
in that time, Lee recovered and had his whole force lined up along the 
Rappahannock at every probable crossing. 

It was getting late in the year, December 1862, in fact. The army 
ought to have considered winter quarters. But Burnside knew that the 
Republicans (q.v.) in Washington expected something to be done be- 
fore the New Year. So he decided to cross the river and knock Lee’s 
men off the heights behind Fredericksburg. In reality, Burnside’s plan 
was a bit more complicated than that. He did not expect the troops at- 
tacking the Rebel positions on the hills behind the city to make the 
main attack. They were supposed to hold down that part of Lee’s 
army, while the real push was to be made against Lt. Gen. Thomas J. 
“Stonewall” Jackson’s (q.v.) corps on the less defensible ground to 
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the south around Hamilton’s Crossing. But things have a way of get- 
ting out of whack during war. 

When the pontoons arrived, Burnside had them set up in three 
crossings. The pontooniers worked all night and early in the morning 
on 11 December, until the sun burned off the fog. Then Confederate 
riflemen began to snipe at the workers, stopping progress. The Fed- 
erals would fire back and the bridge builders come out to work, only 
to be driven off again. Finally, several infantry units got into the pon- 
toon boats and rowed across to flush the Rebels out of the town per- 
manently. In the process, the whole city was wrecked, much of it ma- 
liciously without reason. The war was getting tougher all the time. 

By 13 December, Burnside was ready to advance. His subordinate 
generals—he had organized the traditional corps of the Army of the 
Potomac into three Grand Divisions of two corps each—all doubted 
his plan. But Maj. Gens. Joseph Hooker (q.v.) and William Franklin 
of the southernmost two Grand Divisions actually became so surly as 
to sabotage the attack. Franklins’s men broke through Jackson’s line, 
but being unsupported, they were soon driven back. In the north, 
Burnside made half a dozen assaults, each division being slaughtered 
by concentrated rifle and artillery fire. It was pure butchery. It has 
been surmised by some historians that Burnside was so stung by the 
criticism of his indecisiveness at Antietam Creek that he would not 
quit until the attacks degenerated from tragedy to farce. 

In any case, when 13 December was over, the Union had lost over 
12,000 men to Lee’s 6,000, most of those coming in Jackson’s corps 
where the breakthrough had occurred. Burnside soon withdrew 
across the Rappahannock to Falmouth and went into winter quarters. 
Officers went up to Washington on furlough and conspired with the 
Lincoln administration to have Burnside removed. Lincoln was un- 
sure. He told Burnside to make no moves without prior consultation. 
Burnside went up to defend himself and asked that Chief of Staff 
Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) and Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton 
(q.v.) be fired, as well as the officers who talked behind his back. Lin- 
coln backed off. 

The weather stayed surprisingly mild and sunny. In mid-January, 
Burnside decided to outflank Lee by advancing up the Rappahannock 
and crossing behind him. The army started out. But as they all got out 
on the roads, the weather turned cold, it began to rain, then snow. 
Soon a full-fledged blizzard struck the columns. Burnside had to give 
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up and the men returned to Falmouth, forever cursing this so-called 
Mud March. They fought for old campsites among themselves, and 
the Rebels taunted them from across the river. In a rage, Burnside 
recommended that Lincoln dismiss nine high-ranking officers from 
the service. Lincoln took the easy route and fired Burnside as army 
commander instead. Burnside wound up in the Department of Ohio 
behind the lines, far from the battlefields in the South. But he would 
be back. 


FREE MEN, FREE SOIL, FREE LABOR. The Republican Party’s 
(q.v.) slogan in the election of 1856 (q.v.), borrowed from the defunct 
Free-Soil Party of 1848 and 1852 (q.v.), which became the embodi- 
ment of Republican ideology (q.v.), before, during, and after the Civil 
War. Sometimes they included the concept of free speech, opposing 
Southerners’ attempt to prevent abolition petitions from being re- 
ceived by Congress. 


FREE-SOIL PARTY. By the early 1840s, the antislavery (q.v.) move- 
ment had slowly diverged into two wings: those who wanted to use 
the political system to reform the government and the Constitution to 
eliminate slavery and those who refused to take part in a system they 
viewed as too corrupted by slavery to be saved. The former organized 
themselves as the Liberty Party to contest for local, state, and na- 
tional political offices. Although the Liberty Party did little in the 
election of 1840, by 1844 it ran a national ticket for president and 
vice president, under James G. Birney and Thomas Morris, opposing 
the annexation of Texas as a slave state. Although its national support 
was small (63,000), it fielded enough votes in New York and Michi- 
gan to shift them from the Whigs (q.v.) to the Democrats (q.v.), giv- 
ing James K. Polk the presidency. 

By 1848, it had become evident that a political party tied closely 
to abolition (q.v.) would not appeal to enough voters. With the intro- 
duction of the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.) proposing that slavery be pro- 
hibited from any of the new territories acquired in the War with Mex- 
ico, the Liberty Party, led by Salmon P. Chase (q.v.) and John P. Hale, 
decided to drop its label and join with Conscience Whigs, led by 
Charles Sumner (q.v.) and Charles Francis Adams, and Free-Soil 
Democrats, led by ex-president Martin Van Buren and David Wilmot, 
to become the Free-Soil Party. Meeting in Buffalo, New York, the 
party nominated Van Buren and Adams and declared themselves for 
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“free men, free soil, free labor” (q.v.), and often expanded to include 
free speech. 

Losing to the national tickets of the Whigs (Zachary Taylor and 
Millard Fillmore [qq.v.]) and Democrats (Lewis Cass [q.v.]), the 
election of 1848 (q.v.) for the Free-Soil Party was notable for de- 
stroying Van Buren’s political career (as a born political opportunist, 
he was not ideologically pure) and sending Chase and Hale to the 
U.S. senate and fourteen men to Congress, including George W. Ju- 
lian (q.v.) of Indiana, later Republican (q.v.) congressman of note. 
These men all opposed the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), but in vain. 

In the election of 1852 (q.v.), led by Hale and Julian, the Free-Soil 
Party ran on opposition to the Compromise of 1850, the national sin 
and crime of slavery, and the Fugitive Slave Law. Losing out again to 
the Democrats (Franklin Pierce [q.v.]) and Whigs (Winfield Scott 
[q.v.]), the Free-Soil Party merged with the new Republican Party in 
1854 and supported it in the election of 1856 (q.v.). 


FREEDMEN’S AID SOCIETIES. With the Civil War barely started, 
various abolition societies already began to look to the Reconstruc- 
tion of the Union and the liberation of the slaves. It was to them a 
great opportunity to purge the nation of what they saw as a grievous 
sin through blood atonement and the sweat of their brows. They 
would go South and redeem the freedmen, educate them, and make 
them black moral counterparts in a little piece of New England soci- 
ety located in a rejuvenated South. Typical of such groups were the 
American Missionary Association, the American Freedmen’s Union 
Commission, and the Peabody Educational Fund (qq.v.). 


FREEDMEN’S BUREAU. See BUREAU OF REFUGEES, FREED- 
MEN, AND ABANDONED LANDS. 


FREEDMEN’S BUREAU ACT OF 3 MARCH 1865. Congress 
passed the initial Bureau Act in the waning days of the Civil War. Its 
main purpose was to give assistance to loyal refugees, black or white, 
who had been dispossessed by the war. As time went on, however, the 
bureau became more of a social agency dedicated to helping freed- 
men make the transition from slavery to freedom. It was this concept 
that caused controversy in its renewal. In the nineteenth century no 
group of persons except merchant seamen had ever received govern- 
ment largess. Hence, the bureau was a revolutionary concept that 
would not become accepted until the throes of the Great Depression 
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caused politicians and citizens to rethink the role of government dur- 
ing the New Deal in the 1930s. 

Enacted for the duration of the war and one year after, the Bureau 
of Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands (q.v.) was to be a bu- 
reau of the War Department and have jurisdiction in the Rebel states 
or any territory occupied by the U.S. Army. The bureau was to ad- 
minister the three topics suggested by its title. It was to be headed by 
a commissioner appointed by the president with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate at a salary of $3,000 a year, and have a staff of ten 
clerks. Both the commissioner and the chief clerk had to be bonded. 
The secretary of war was authorized to allow the bureau rations, 
clothing, fuel, and temporary shelter by proper requisition. 

To help the commissioner in his duties, he was permitted to ap- 
point up to ten assistant commissioners in the insurrectionary states. 
These men were to be paid $2,000 annually and post bond with the 
US. attorney general. Any military officer could be detailed to any 
bureau position without any increase in his normal salary—a cost- 
saving measure. Each assistant commissioner was to make written re- 
ports to the commissioner and the latter to Congress at the beginning 
of each session. Special reports were to be made on request of any su- 
perior officer or Congress. All officers of the bureau had to subscribe 
to the ironclad oath (q.v.). 

The commissioner was authorized to set aside, under the president’s 
direction, any lands abandoned or to which the U.S. government had 
acquired title to male heads of households, black or white, not to ex- 
ceed forty acres, for the next three years with rent not to exceed 6 per- 
cent of the value of the land per year as assessed in 1860. These renters 
would be given the right to buy the land at any time during its rental. 


FREEDMEN’S BUREAU ACT OF 16 JULY 1866. This measure, 
also known as the Freedmen’s Bureau Renewal Act, was to amend 
the act of 1865 and continue in force for the next two years. The ju- 
risdiction of the bureau was extended to all loyal refugees and freed- 
men in any part of the nation. The purpose of bureau aid was to get 
families back on an independent footing as soon as possible. Two ex- 
tra assistant commissioners were authorized beyond those ten in the 
first act. The commissioner and his assistants were to cooperate with 
the religious and secular benevolent associations that sent members 
south for the purposes of education, religious, and moral instruction, 
particularly in obtaining the use of select buildings for their use. 
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The second Bureau Act confirmed the possession of lands granted 
African Americans in the Port Royal Experiment (q.v.) in the Sea Is- 
lands below Charleston, South Carolina, which had been confiscated 
for nonpayment of federal taxes in September 1863. The plots were 
to be limited to twenty acres for each family. Those lands in the gen- 
eral area that had been granted to blacks under Maj. Gen. William T. 
Sherman’s Special Orders No. 15 (qq.v.) were also confirmed in title. 
Vacant lands in theses areas were to be sold exclusively to African 
Americans at $1.50 an acre. Such titles could not be alienated within 
the first six years of ownership. Other lots in and around the area that 
once belonged to the Confederate States of America were to be sold 
at public auction. None of these procedures would affect lands re- 
served for the exclusive use of the military and naval forces of the 
United States. 

Finally, in all Rebel states the bureau was to guarantee the rights of 
every citizen regardless of race to sue or be sued, to make or enforce 
contracts, to sell or hold property, and to have equal protection under 
the law. No person could be punished for law violations more than 
any white person. The president of the United States or the bureau 
command had the authorization to ask for and receive military pro- 
tection and assistance in enforcing these matters until such time as 
the former Confederate states were readmitted to the Union by their 
representation in Congress. 

President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) vetoed this measure only to have 
Congress override his veto, the first time in U.S. history Congress 
had so acted against a chief executive. 


FREEDMEN’S BUREAU ACT OF 6 JULY 1868. This measure ex- 
tended the first two Bureau Acts for the period of one year, or until such 
time as notified otherwise by the secretary of war. All officers serving 
with the bureau who had been mustered out of the military service 
could be retained as civilians at the same rate of pay. The bureau would 
be phased out in any insurrectionary state when that state was readmit- 
ted into the Union, unless conditions warranted its continuance beyond 
that time. The educational operations of the bureau were exempt from 
any closure date and were to be continued until black children were 
guaranteed a free, public education. All unexpended monies held by 
the commissioner for any particular jurisdiction after the closure of the 
bureau field offices there were to be applied to the educational effort. 
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All buildings owned by the bureau for education were to be sold to lo- 
cal school trustees and the proceeds returned to the treasury. 


FREEDMEN’S BUREAU ACT OF 25 JULY 1868. This act guaran- 
teed that Bvt. Maj. Gen. Oliver Otis Howard (q.v.) would continue as 
head of the bureau until his death or resignation. Any successor, civil- 
ian or military, would be appointed by the president with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. All assistant commissioners, clerks, and 
field agents were to be appointed by the secretary of war on the ad- 
vice of the commissioner. In case of a vacancy in the office of com- 
missioner, the acting assistant adjutant general of the bureau would 
fill in temporarily until a successor could be had. Finally, it closed 
down all bureau operations on | January 1869, the traditional close 
of the contract season in the South. The educational functions con- 
tinued until the Panic of 1873 (q.v.) closed them down also. 


FREEDMEN’S SAVINGS AND TRUST COMPANY. In operation 
from March 1865 to July 1874, the Freedmen’s Savings and Trust 
Company was an attempt by Reconstruction America to instill mid- 
dle-class mores in the newly freed slaves. It was to be an investment 
bank, not one that engaged in day-to-day general banking services. 
Congress reserved for itself the right to inspect the books at any time 
and created the first and main office in New York City in April 1865; 
eventually, thirty-three branches were opened throughout the South, 
something Congress had not foreseen but did not discourage, either. 
The original backers of the institution were New York and Boston 
financiers and philanthropists who had connections with the aboli- 
tionist movement, the Freedmen’s Bureau, and the American Mis- 
sionary Association (qq.v.), a benevolent association for freedmen 
firmly connected with the Congregational Church. These men saw 
the bank as a moral imperative, a way to imbue the African Ameri- 
cans with middle-class values of self-sacrifice and frugality. 

Unfortunately for the bank’s future, safeguards and conservative 
actions of its founders became lost when the institution transferred its 
headquarters to Washington, D.C. The result was a new board of di- 
rectors who were an integral part of the Great Barbecue that plagued 
any money venture of this period. Under the new law the directors 
did not wait long to do as they pleased with the deposits. Speculative 
stocks and mortgages became the norm for the bank’s holdings. The 
new directors entered into an agreement with the powerful Jay Cooke 
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and Company, whose bankers began raiding the Freedmen’s Savings 
and Trust Company of its quality investments and dumping their own 
poorer investments into Freedmen’s portfolios. 

Then the nation slumped into the lengthy Panic of 1873 (q.v.) (it 
would last five years or more), and one of the first victims was none 
other than Jay Cooke and Company, disastrously overextended in rail- 
roads that had gone broke. Bank directors began to liquidate their own 
accounts while actively soliciting more from blacks throughout the 
South. With a portfolio that consisted of outstanding loans from com- 
panies that had gone broke in the economic depression, drained assets 
that had gone to its directors rather than the depositors, and poorly 
kept records and outright errors in bookkeeping ($40,000 could not be 
found at all), the Freedmen’s Savings and Trust Company was in deep 
trouble. Over 61,000 depositors lost nearly $3 million in savings. It 
was a staggering blow to Southern blacks. Many depositors experi- 
enced loss of a life’s work, a loss of self-respect (Southern whites un- 
fairly gloated that it all proved African Americans were unready for 
freedom), and a destruction of their trust in banks, regardless of their 
management. It left a legacy of suspicion and failure that remained a 
hot issue in the black community well into the twentieth century. 


FREEPORT DOCTRINE. The answer U.S. senator from Illinois 
Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) gave to challenger Abraham Lincoln’s 
(q.v.) Freeport Question (q.v.) is known as the Freeport Doctrine. 
Douglas asserted that slavery could be kept out of the western terri- 
tories if no positive law were enacted in the territory in question en- 
dorsing slavery as an institution. Without such a law slavery could 
not exist in any locality. His answer revealed Douglas’s duplicity on 
the slavery issue to the South and cost him support for the Demo- 
cratic nomination in the election of 1860 (qq.v.). 


FREEPORT QUESTION. In the 1858 Lincoln-Douglas Debates (q.v.) 
during the race for the U.S. senatorial seat from Illinois, Republican 
candidate Abraham Lincoln (qq.v.) asked his Democratic opponent 
Stephen A. Douglas (qq.v.) whether slavery could be prohibited in a 
territory despite the recent U.S. Supreme Court decision in the case 
of Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.), which said it could not. This placed 
Douglas on the horns of a dilemma. If he answered yes, he would 
probably win reelection to the U.S. Senate and alienate the South and 
lose its critical support for the presidential election in 1860 (q.v.). If 
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he said no, he would keep Southern support for the upcoming presi- 
dential election, but probably lose the senate seat to Lincoln. Douglas 
took his bridges one at a time and answered in the affirmative, his an- 
swer being known as the Freeport Doctrine (q.v.). 


FREMONT, JOHN CHARLES (1813-1890). Born in Savannah, 
Georgia, John Charles Frémont was educated in Charleston, South 
Carolina. He taught mathematics for the navy before he received a 
commission as second lieutenant in the army topographical corps. He 
explored the watershed between the Missouri and the Mississippi 
Rivers under Joseph N. Nicollet in the late 1830s. In 1841, he mar- 
ried Jessie Benton, the daughter of the influential U.S. senator from 
Missouri, Thomas Hart Benton, who promoted Frémont’s career the 
rest of his life. His wife was an accomplished publicist and writer in 
her own right, and she edited Frémont’s diaries on his three 1840 
western expeditions that made him a household name in the United 
States as the “Pathfinder.” 

Frémont started by exploring the Oregon Trail, then the headwa- 
ters of the Arkansas and the Rio Grande into the Great Basin, and 
then a third trip to California. In California, he was ordered out by the 
Mexican administrators just before the start of the War with Mexico. 
Informed of the war’s start, Frémont (assisted as in all of his expedi- 
tions by Christopher “Kit” Carson, the mountain man, as scout) re- 
turned to play a pivotal role in the Bear Flag Revolution in northern 
California. Frémont’s men campaigned southward, meeting Brig. 
Gen. Stephen W. Kearney’s expedition coming in from the conquest 
of New Mexico. 

The two men quarreled immediately over command arrangements. 
Frémont considered himself to be independent of Kearney and a repre- 
sentative of the California Revolution. Kearney saw only a lieutenant. 
Frémont went back to Washington for a court-martial. Despite his 
father-in-law’s influence with President James L. Polk, and the presi- 
dent’s remission of his guilty verdict and sentence for mutiny and dis- 
obedience of orders, Frémont needed something to regain his reputa- 
tion. He undertook a fourth expedition in the mountains of southern 
Colorado that turned into disaster when a winter storm isolated the men. 
Cannibalism was the result as Frémont let every man go for himself. 

Frémont returned to California and served as a U.S. senator. He 
then became the first Republican Party (q.v.) nominee for president 
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in the election of 1856 (q.v.), revealing to the North that it could cap- 
ture the presidency if it kept what Frémont won and picked up Penn- 
sylvania and Illinois or Indiana in 1860. Unfortunately for Frémont, 
the man picked to achieve that goal was Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). 

Knowing the party’s debt to Frémont, Lincoln appointed him to 
command the Department of the West out of St. Louis. There Fré- 
mont revealed himself to be a poor general, befuddled much as he 
had been when his fourth expedition had foundered in the snow in 
southern Colorado. But as an intriguer, Frémont was without peer, 
proving that Kearney had been right in 1848. He handed out military 
contracts to shady war profiteers, surrounded himself with a bunch of 
incompetent foreign aides in fancy dress, quarreled with the politi- 
cally prominent Blair family, and proceeded to free all the slaves in 
his command area without consulting with Lincoln first. 

When Lincoln rescinded the emancipation order and tried to re- 
place Frémont, wife Jessie went to Washington and told Lincoln off. 
Frémont hid behind his military guards to keep Lincoln’s order re- 
lieving him from command from getting to him. Finally the adjutant 
disguised himself as a farmer and served the order. 

Frémont went to western Virginia next, had a run-in with Confed- 
erate Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) in the Shenan- 
doah, and refused to serve under Maj. Gen. John Pope (q.v.), whose 
commission was newer than his, in the Second Manassas Campaign 
(q.v.). Frémont spent the rest of the war in New York City awaiting 
orders that never came. In 1864, he represented the Radical Democ- 
racy (q.v.) in opposing Lincoln’s renomination for president, only to 
withdraw his candidacy under pressure. After the war he served as 
governor of Arizona Territory (he spent most of his time in the East 
lobbying for his mining interests), and bilked French investors in the 
transcontinental railroad (for which he was tried and found guilty in 
a French court in absentia). He hoped to retire to his California ranch, 
but died from food poisoning in New York state in 1890, after being 
replaced on the army’s retired list as a major general. 


FRONT ROYAL, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 


FUGITIVE SLAVE ACT OF 1850. Part of the Compromise of 1850 
(q.v.), the Fugitive Slave Act rested on the Southern interpretation of 
the extraterritoriality of slavery (q.v.), which maintained that under 
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the U.S. Constitution the right of slaveholders was to be secure in 
holding their slaves beyond their home states in both other slave 
states and Free States. Under this law, jury trials were denied in fugi- 
tive cases, which were to be heard before a special federal commis- 
sioner, who received twice the fee if the African American were 
found to be still a slave. The commissioner’s decision was an answer 
to any state application for a writ of habeas corpus (q.v.) from any 
other court, state or federal. Moreover, the commissioner could call 
upon any citizen to act with him as a posse comitatus to help arrest 
and hold any fugitive slave. Northern states moved immediately to 
make it a state crime for any state official to assist a federal commis- 
sioner. These laws were called personal liberty laws. The USS. 
Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled in 1859 in Ableman v. Booth (q.v.) that the 
Fugitive Slave Law was a valid application of federal power against 
states rights, and that the personal liberty laws were unconstitutional 
as the states had given up such rights to join the Union. 


FUTURE LOYALTY, OATH OF. See OATHS OF ALLEGIANCE. 


ie 


GAINES’ MILL, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. 


GALVANIZED YANKEES. During the Civil War, Union troops were 
pulled out of the Great Plains and the far West to fight in the East. To 
make up the shortfall after the Sioux Uprising (q.v.) in Minnesota, the 
Federals recruited six regiments of Confederate prisoners of war to 
serve on the Great Plains as infantry. Numbered the Ist to 6th U'S. 
Volunteers, these “Galvanized Yankees” came from various prisons 
(q.v.) in the western theater, such as Camp Douglas, Rock Island, 
Camp Chase, and Camp Morton. Point Lookout, Maryland, was the 
only camp in the eastern theater to contribute men. They served from 
September 1864 to November 1866, opening the trails to Oregon and 
California and manning forts in western Minnesota and along the 
Missouri River. 

The Galvanized Yankees were formed during the election of 1864 
(q.v.), partly to lessen the need for conscription in key Northern states 
that President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) had to win to get reelected. Ini- 
tially, it was hoped to get Rebel prisoners to take the oath of future 
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loyalty (q.v.) and serve in the U.S. Navy or in U.S. Army units 
against the Confederate South. But there was much opposition to en- 
listing former Confederates in the Union forces, and much resistance 
among Confederates to serving in blue uniform against the Confed- 
eracy. Both of these qualms were arrested by sending the ex-Rebels 
onto the Great Plains. Although the 11th Ohio Volunteer Cavalry was 
not too pleased by having several of its companies filled by Confed- 
erate recruits, the conduct of all the Galvanized Yankees in the field 
was exemplary. 


GALVESTON, SURRENDER AT. With the surrender of Gen. Robert 
E. Lee at the end of the Appomattox Campaign, Johnston at Durham 
Station at the end of the Carolinas Campaign, and Richard Taylor at 
Citronelle (qq.v.), Alabama, the only organized Confederate army left 
in the field was that of Lt. Gen. Edmund Kirby Smith (q.v.) in the 
Trans-Mississippi at Shreveport, Louisiana. Although plenty of mili- 
tary and civilian political leaders wanted to fight on, Kirby Smith re- 
ally had no choice but to negotiate the best terms he could. His men 
were deserting in droves and stealing public property without much 
regard as to the consequences. 

Union military authorities made several efforts to contact Kirby 
Smith and set up surrender talks. Maj. Gen. John Pope (q.v.) at St. 
Louis sent an aide who offered to allow Kirby Smith the same terms 
as given Lee. Kirby Smith refused. As head of the Trans-Mississippi, 
Kirby Smith had a more governmental function and he wanted to 
consult with the governors of the states he defended. On 13 May, the 
same day that the Confederates won the last recognized battle of the 
Civil War at Palmetto Ranch (q.v.), Kirby Smith and Governors 
Henry W. Allen of Louisiana, Harris Flanigan of Arkansas, Pendleton 
Murrah of Texas (through his aide, Col. Guy Bryan, as he was home 
sick), and Thomas C. Reynolds of Missouri drew up a set of terms 
that asked for all military officers and men to be allowed to return 
home, immunity granted for offenses committed against the United 
States during the war, all surrendered personnel to retain their arms 
and leave the United States if they so desired, the recognition of ex- 
isting state governments, and the permission of these governments to 
preserve all law and order through their own militias. 

There was no way that Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton 
(q.v.) would allow such political terms to be negotiated by generals 
in the field. These were prerogatives of the president of the United 


GARLAND, EX PARTE (1866) ® 263 


States and Congress to discuss and present to the surrendered South 
as demands for peace. With troops going home, Kirby Smith and the 
governors lacked the power to do much of anything. So Kirby Smith 
sent Maj. Gen. Simon Bolivar Buckner to New Orleans to negotiate 
with Maj. Gen. E. R. S. Canby (q.v.), who had already accepted the 
surrender of Taylor. After a prolonged discussion, Canby convinced 
Buckner that no political decisions would be allowed. He proposed to 
grant the whole Trans-Mississippi the same terms he gave Taylor— 
all public property to be turned over to Federal provost marshals, the 
officers and men paroled, and public transportation made available 
whenever practicable. Buckner accepted these terms on 26 May. 

Before Buckner could contact Kirby Smith, who was on his way to 
Galveston, Maj. Gen. John Magruder and Governor Murrah tried to 
get separate terms for Texas. They sent William P. Ballinger and Col. 
Ashbel Smith to talk to Canby on 29 May. Once again, Canby met 
and talked but declined to allow any political settlement to be made, 
such as allowing Texas to rejoin the Union through the convening of 
its legislature and a convention to repeal secession. Meanwhile, 
Kirby Smith boarded a U.S. warship at Galveston and signed the 
Canby-Buckner Convention. It would be three weeks until an army 
of occupation could be assembled and landed at Galveston. Maj. 
Gen. Gordon Granger came over from Mobile on 19 June and took 
over for the Federal government. One of his first orders of the day 
was to issue a military edict of emancipation for Texas slaves, the fa- 
bled Juneteenth (q.v.), so celebrated to this day in the great South- 
west. 


GARLAND, EX PARTE (1866). At the same time it limited the use of 
military tribunals in wartime in ex parte Milligan (q.v.), the Supreme 
Court (q.v.) ruled on the use of test oaths. If loyalty oaths were admin- 
istered as a part of punishment, they were unconstitutional bills of at- 
tainder or ex post facto laws. But if they were drawn up as qualifica- 
tion requirements for public office, loyalty oaths were valid exercises 
of power by Congress or any state legislature. The problem was, of 
course, that during Reconstruction the test oaths were being adminis- 
tered as punishment for past actions. At least that is what the Supreme 
Court believed. In Cummings v. Missouri (1866) and ex parte Garland 
(1866), the Court ruled that loyalty oaths such as the ironclad oath 
(q.v.) were being used to punish white Southerners for past actions 
rather than as qualifications for a future public position or voting. 
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Once again, Radical Republicans (q.v.) saw the Court as a potential 
snag in their program for improving civilization in the South by intro- 
ducing Yankee notions and institutions sanctified by the Northern 
field victory in the Civil War. The new federal appellate court for the 
District of Columbia defied the Supreme Court decisions in Cum- 
mings and Garland as valid with a bit of legal sleight of hand. They 
ruled that a member of the D.C. bar under the previous federal circuit 
court who had served with the Confederate army had to take the test 
oath as he was seeking membership anew under a court that had pre- 
viously not existed under the same name (even though for all practi- 
cal purposes it was the same body). There were other foot-draggers 
(West Virginia refused to admit ex-Confederates to the bar even 
though the Supreme Court decisions implied that it should), but the 
problem eventually disappeared by the 1870s when pardons and new 
constitutions in the South eliminated the test oath as a requirement. 


GEARY, JOHN W. (1819-1873). A Pennsylvanian with influence in 
the Democratic Party (q.v.), John Geary worked as a surveyor and 
civil engineer before he volunteered for the War with Mexico. After 
the war he went to California to set up its postal system and served 
as first mayor of San Francisco. Working mines in western Virginia 
with slave labor, he declined appointment as governor of Utah Terri- 
tory to go to Kansas at the end of the Franklin Pierce (q.v.) adminis- 
tration. There he managed to put an end to the shooting part of the 
Kansas-Missouri Border Wars (q.v.) by a judicious use of the army, 
violating the concept of popular sovereignty (q.v.). During the Civil 
War, Geary served as a division commander in the III (Army of Vir- 
ginia), XII (Army of the Potomac), and XX (Army of Georgia) 
Corps. He fought in the Second Manassas Campaign, the Chancel- 
lorsville Campaign, the Pennsylvania Campaign, the Chattanooga 
Campaign, and the March to the Sea (qq.v.). After the war he was 
military governor of Savannah, Georgia, and elected governor of 
Pennsylvania. He died from the prolonged effect of a war wound suf- 
fered in the Second Manassas Campaign at Cedar Mountain. 


GENERAL AMNESTY ACT (1872, 1898). See PARDON, 
AMNESTY, AND PAROLE. 


GENERAL ORDERS NO. 100. Written by a Prussian immigrant and 
renowned legal expert, Francis Lieber, reviewed by a board of officers 
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supervised by Bvt. Maj. Gen. Ethan Allen Hitchcock, and edited for 
distribution by Bvt. Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.), General Or- 
ders No. 100 was based on Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott’s (q.v.) occu- 
pation orders in Mexico, a bit of Grotius, and the wartime experience 
of various Union generals, with a strong dose of Radical Republican 
abolitionism (qq.v.) for good measure. It was designed to prove Yan- 
kee war conduct and objectives were well within the realm of Western 
morality and international law. Often referred to as the “Lieber Code,” 
General Orders No. 100 defined “civil war” as a conflict between two 
or more portions of a nation, “each contending for the mastery of the 
whole, each claiming to be the legitimate government.” The South’s 
secession was declared a “rebellion” or “insurrection of a long ex- 
tent,” a rising of a portion of the people against their legitimate gov- 
ernment with the desire to “throw off their allegiance to it, and set up 
a government of their own.” The treatment of captured Rebels as pris- 
oners of war, the proclamation of martial law in Rebel territory, the 
honoring of Rebel flags of truce, or a willingness to negotiate with 
Rebel leaders did not legitimatize their struggle, or promise pardon or 
amnesty to any or all, a statement that echoed the U.S. Supreme 
Court’s prior holding in the Prize Cases (1863) (qq.v.). 

Further, General Orders No. 100 stated that “martial law was the 
direct outcome of enemy occupation or conquest.” It did not have to 
be formally declared and it would continue until canceled by special 
mention in a treaty of peace or by presidential proclamation. Mar- 
tial law permitted local military officers to suspend the normal civil 
and criminal laws and substitute “military rule and force” and dic- 
tate all laws on the basis of “military necessity.” The latter term was 
defined as “those measures which are indispensable for securing the 
ends of the war, and which are lawful according to the natural law 
and usages of war.” This allowed the annihilation of armed enemies 
but prohibited cruelty toward unarmed civilians or the undue de- 
struction of their private property. In return, the conquered popula- 
tion was expected to admit to outward loyalty toward the occupation 
forces. At all times the Lieber Code recognized the army’s right to 
treat those truly loyal persons by a different standard than suspect 
civil inhabitants. Military commissions were to be established to en- 
force martial law, but the commander could if he deemed it reason- 
able merely order the continuance of local law and custom under his 
supervision, rather than replace them with his own ordinances. 
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Technically, however, legislative, executive, and judicial functions 
of the occupied area’s government ceased under martial law. These 
functions, like the right to tax, for example, were to be administered 
by the occupation forces. 

The effect of General Orders No. 100 is still open to much contro- 
versy. The Supreme Court took favorable notice of it a year after it 
was issued in ex parte Vallandigham (1864) (q.v.); it was translated 
into German (Lieber’s native tongue) at the end of the war; it was 
copied by numerous European nations during the last half of the nine- 
teenth century and made the basis of the Hague Agreements on the 
civilized rules of warfare (a sort of contradiction in terms) at the turn 
of the twentieth century; it became a standard for the occupation of 
the Spanish empire during the Spanish-American War at the end of 
the nineteenth century and a guide for U.S. Army officers suppress- 
ing the Philippine Insurrection; and it guided the Rhine Occupation 
after World War I and the German and Japanese Occupations after 
World War II. Yet, in spite of this favorable worldwide influence of 
the Lieber Code and army efforts to publicize it at the end of the Civil 
War, there is good reason to doubt that Reconstruction army officers 
were fully, if at all, cognizant of its implications. Although the con- 
duct of Union soldiers during the war was by and large in agreement 
with the code, this may have been accidental rather than intentional. 
Yankee troop conduct might better be traced to length of service of 
the soldiers, the weeding out of irresponsible officers, and the zeal- 
ous efforts of Gen. Halleck to ensure a decent standard of conduct 
without necessarily referring to the order itself. 

Even if the code were known, there is no record of the high com- 
mand referring its Reconstruction commanders to the General Orders 
No. 100. Commanders in the field did not refer to it or suggest its 
contents to subordinates for a guide. It was not included in any of the 
orders traditionally passed from one command to another. And the 
code itself was nothing more than a set of guidelines that left much 
discretion in behavior by each commander and his subordinates. The 
main reason may be that military government developed indepen- 
dently and ahead of the Lieber Code. 


GEORGIA, STATE OF, v. GRANT ET AL. (1868). Temporarily 
foiled in its efforts to get out of enforcing the Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.) in Georgia v. Stanton (q.v.), Georgia refused to ad- 
vance money from its state treasury to meet the expenses of Re- 
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construction (particularly in not paying for the state convention re- 
quired by the Military Reconstruction Acts). This was an attempt to 
raise the issue of property, the funds of the state treasury ordered by 
the U.S. Army to pay for the state constitutional convention that the 
Military Reconstruction Acts required the army to convene. Gover- 
nor Charles J. Jenkins removed the state’s money to New York and 
filed the suit Georgia v. Grant et al. (1868), to prevent the army 
from recovering it. In return, the army seized a state-owned railroad 
to get some money for the convention. But a key question arose as 
to whether Georgia was really a state with rights to sue, so the case 
was held off until this question was established under other pend- 
ing suits. 


GEORGIA, STATE OF, v. STANTON (1867). Provisional Governor 
Charles J. Jenkins of Georgia sued Secretary of War Edwin McM. 
Stanton (q.v.), the man directly responsible for enforcing the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). Mississippi, defeated in its prior attempt 
to sue President Andrew Johnson in Mississippi v. Johnson (qq.Vv.), 
also filed a separate but similarly argued case against the secretary. 
They argued that the congressional laws interfered with an already 
constituted government by imposing an unconstitutional form of mil- 
itary rule. The Court dismissed both suits, declaring that determining 
the republican form of government was properly a political question 
of sovereignty or the existence of a state and reserved to Congress. 
The Court could only rule as to the rights of persons and property. If 
Congress seated or denied to seat a state government’s representa- 
tives, then the question was settled. 


GEORGIA PLATFORM. See COMPROMISE OF 1850. 
GETTYSBURG, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 
GLENDALE, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. 
GLOBE TAVERN, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 


GLORIETA, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


GOLD SCANDAL. The scandals that plagued President Ulysses S. 
Grant’s (q.v.) first administration were more of his being too close 
to the malefactors than in with them. For instance, there was the 
Gold Scandal, which involved Grant’s regime with the likes of 
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Jim Fisk and Jay Gould, railroad and financial manipulators of note 
during the Civil War and Reconstruction. 

In 1869, Gould decided to go to work on the biggest rube of all, 
President Grant. In league with Fisk, he began to buy gold to force up 
its price. The plan was to buy and buy until the market became over- 
heated and then suddenly sell, leaving the speculators with the crash 
when reality struck. The whole plan depended on the U.S. govern- 
ment keeping its supply of gold off the market. If the government 
stepped in, the price would crash prematurely, leaving Fisk and 
Gould in the lurch, too. The rail magnates thought they had Grant’s 
agreement to hold the treasury in check. But Grant never understood 
what was going on and finally authorized the treasury to inject its 
gold into the market to stabilize it. Gould found out about the gov- 
ernment move; Fisk did not. Gould saw no reason to tell his partner 
in crime as he shifted all of his options to sell. The next day Fisk went 
under with the rest of the speculators, and Gould alone made money. 


GOLDEN CIRCLE, KNIGHTS OF THE. See FILIBUSTERING. 
GOSPEL OF WEALTH. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 
GRAND GULF, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


GRANT, [HIRAM] ULYSSES SIMPSON (1822-1885). Hiram 
Ulysses Simpson Grant was born in Point Pleasant, Ohio, on 27 April 
1822. He came from a solid middle-class family; his father was a 
farmer and a tanner, a trade the young Grant never warmed to. Biog- 
raphers used to talk of Grant’s miserable youth, his happiness con- 
stantly interrupted by his braggart father, who kept reminding him of 
his boyhood blunders. But nowadays historians think that Grant’s al- 
leged childhood unhappiness never really existed. He was an excel- 
lent horseman by nature and neighbors liked to have him gentle 
horses for them. He was an excellent rider and teamster at an early 
age. He attended local schools and academies, and had a fairly good 
education for his day. His father was a local politician of sorts, a tal- 
ent he would never let go of, and he managed to get his son an ap- 
pointment at West Point—a free education, and one of the best then 
available. 

According to the tale, Grant took a look at his trunk around the 
time of the appointment and realized his initials spelled out HUG. He 
was aware of the penchant of cadets to make up nicknames, and 
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asked Congressman Thomas L. Hamer to put him down on the ap- 
pointment sheet as “Ulysses Hiram Grant.” But Hamer could not re- 
member the “Hiram” part, everybody called him “Ulyss” anyhow, so 
he registered the boy as “Ulysses Simpson,” that being his mother’s 
maiden name. Grant arrived at West Point and signed in as “Ulysses 
Hiram Grant” and was informed no such name was on the roll. There 
was a “Ulysses Simpson Grant,” however. Grant, ever practical with 
nonsensical regulations, scratched out his signature and scrawled 
“Ulysses S. Grant’; and so he stayed the rest of his life. His nickname 
was “Sam” as in “Uncle Sam” —he could live with all that. Besides 
“Ulysses” was too close to his father’s cutting and all-too-common 
moniker “Useless” to suit him. 

Grant did well at West Point. He excelled in horsemanship, was 
above average in mathematics and engineering, and survived the rest 
of the course to graduate twenty-first out of thirty-nine in 1843. In 
those days one did not receive a commission as a second lieutenant au- 
tomatically. A vacancy had to open somewhere in the small U.S. Army 
first. So he became a brevet second lieutenant, a temporary appoint- 
ment, in the 4th Infantry, and was off to Jefferson Barracks near St. 
Louis. There he met a local planter’s daughter, Julia Dent, whom he 
married when he came home from Mexico. He finally received a full 
second lieutenancy in the 8th Infantry and was shipped off to Texas to 
guard against Mexican intrusions over the Rio Grande into the disputed 
area south of the Nueces. In this capacity he fought under Maj. Gen. 
Zachary Taylor (q.v.) in the early battles of the War with Mexico. He 
learned from the ragged-looking Taylor that calmness under fire and 
solid thinking meant more than spit and polish in a general. 

When the main American campaign against Mexico City was 
launched, Grant’s regiment was transferred to Maj. Gen. Winfield 
Scott’s (q.v.) command. Grant served as his regimental supply officer 
and learned that an army supply line did not have to stretch to an at- 
tackable base if the force could live off the country. Scott also 
showed that a little imagination and not letting the enemy spook you 
could pay off big dividends in a campaign. He learned from both men 
that one must not allow oneself get involved with civilian policy de- 
cisions—a matter that cost Taylor and Scott much worry in Mexico. 
Grant also showed himself to be a brave officer, hauling a small can- 
non into one of the custom house towers outside Mexico City to 
cover the infantry assault. 
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Returning home to marry Julia, Grant served with his regiment at 
Sackett’s Harbor, New York, and then was transferred to the Pacific 
Coast. He could not afford to take Julia with him, and in California, 
the lonely captain (having been promoted for bravery in Mexico) 
took to drink. He became an embarrassment to his colonel, Robert C. 
Buchanan, a stickler for military discipline and a man who disliked 
the young officer from St. Louis days. Buchanan offered Grant a 
choice of court-martial or resignation. The homesick captain turned 
in his commission and went back to Julia. In Missouri Grant worked 
hard as a farmer and businessman but was wiped out in the Panic of 
1857 (q.v.). So he went back to his parents’ home now in Galena, IIli- 
nois, and worked in his father’s store, a humiliating experience. 

When the Civil War came, Grant thought enough of his own abil- 
ities to ask for a regimental command, and through his congressman, 
Elihu Washburne, became colonel of the 21st Illinois Volunteer In- 
fantry. His abilities at turning this raw company of men into a top- 
notch regiment impressed the right people (Congressman Washburne 
saw to that), and President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) made him a 
brigadier general. Grant was on his way to fame. He was a very lucky 
man, one of the qualities of any good officer, because he got to work 
his way up from smaller to bigger unit command and from skirmishes 
to battles. Thus he gained his experience in nice little steps that al- 
lowed him to digest the lessons he gained from command. He also 
happened to be in the right place at the right time to make an impact 
on the course of the war. His opponents happened to be pretty poor 
early in the war, which helped him a lot, as at Ft. Donelson (q.v.), 
where he became the first Union general to capture a whole enemy 
army. His terms to the Confederates, “unconditional surrender,” not 
only jibed with his initials, but made for good news copy. 

Grant kept moving south into the Tennessee and Cumberland Val- 
leys, where he was surprised by the Rebel army at Shiloh Church 
(q.v.) near Pittsburgh Landing, Tennessee. Although Grant’s men 
took a shellacking on the first day, he kept his cool and drove the 
Confederates back a day later, holding the field. Rumors that Grant 
was drunk (he was not) caused Lincoln to make the statement to find 
out what brand of whiskey it was so he could sent a barrel to his other 
generals. Lincoln refused to sack Grant. “He fights” was the presi- 
dent’s simple analysis. Instead, Grant got a promotion to major gen- 
eral and the task of taking the Confederate fortress at Vicksburg 
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(q.v.). He kept at the project the better part of a year, finally cutting 
loose from his supply line and (like Scott in Mexico) moving around 
the Rebels’ south flank to bottle them up in the city. It fell after a short 
siege on Independence Day, the day after the Union victory at Get- 
tysburg (q.v.). Grant had captured his second Confederate field army. 
Later that same year, after Yankee defeats south of Chattanooga 
(q.v.), Grant transferred there, broke the Rebel siege of the town, and 
routed their army. 

By now, it became obvious to the men at Washington that Grant had 
to be brought East to fight the Confederacy’s first team, Robert E. 
Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern Virginia. At the same time, he became 
lieutenant general and commander of all Union armies. He decided to 
accompany the Army of the Potomac in the field, both to avoid Wash- 
ington politics and to keep an eye on the fight against Lee. Although 
the Richmond Campaign of 1864 (q.v.) was a frustrating experience 
for Grant, he never lost sight of his objective. Despite suffering nearly 
100,000 casualties (earning the nickname “Butcher,” although he ac- 
tually lost fewer men proportionally than Lee during the war), Grant 
kept moving southward fighting battles at the Wilderness, Spotsylva- 
nia, North Anna River, Totopotomy Creek, and Cold Harbor, before 
crossing the James River Bridge and bottling Lee up in Petersburg 
(qq.v.). It would take nine months to force Lee into the open and cor- 
ner his force at Appomattox (q.v.) through a brilliant campaign of 
rapid maneuver. Lee’s surrender marked the third time a Confederate 
field force had given up to the man whose pre—Civil War experiences 
one historian characterized as “forty years of failure.” 

The Civil War had made Grant. Although the nation was plunged 
into despair by Lincoln’s assassination (q.v.), Grant allowed it to re- 
vive itself by honoring him. He reviewed the massed armies in Wash- 
ington in May 1865 and toured the North, receiving several college 
degrees and the plaudits of a grateful nation. During Reconstruction 
Grant at first favored President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) go-easy 
plan. He toured the Southeast for the president and reported favor- 
ably on the willingness of the South’s leaders to come back into the 
Union and recognize the results of the war. But as Johnson and Con- 
gress came to blows over the course of Reconstruction, Grant began 
to change his course. In the 1866 “Swing around the Circle” (q.v.), 
when Johnson took Grant and other dignitaries around the country 
with him to campaign for Democratic (q.v.) congressmen, Grant 
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backed off halfway through the trip and abandoned the president to 
his fate. He also deeply resented the president’s effort to involve him 
in the squabble over the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.). 

When the Republicans (q.v.) lost the impeachment effort, they be- 
gan to look around for a candidate who could unite the North behind 
their Reconstruction efforts. Nominated by acclamation, Grant hand- 
ily beat his Democratic opponent in the electoral vote, although the 
popular vote was quite close. As president, Grant made a good gen- 
eral. Along with Zachary Taylor (q.v.) and Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
Grant was one of three professional military men to serve as U.S. 
president. Many others had military experience but were not career 
soldiers. They were generally professional politicians or came 
through the political world. Each of the military presidents was sim- 
ilar in one salient regard—he did not understand the role of the pres- 
idency in American politics. They thought as top dog all they had to 
do was issue an order and it would be carried out. In politics, the or- 
der becomes a proposal that may never see the light of day. 

Of the military presidents, Grant was especially ignorant of what 
the political world was like. By the time he caught on, a lot of really 
bad mistakes had already been made. He started off with the mistaken 
belief that Congress was the sovereign voice of the people and that 
the president was merely their deputy. So when Congress spoke out 
on an issue, Grant felt obliged to go along with it and not throw in his 
opinion. Of course, the American system is predicated on the presi- 
dent combating Congress to reach a consensus. Like other military 
presidents, Grant did relatively little with the power he had. He acted 
as if he were still a general in the army—he carried out the orders of 
his superiors, the civilian branch of government. He became little 
more than an administrative officer. This was Grant’s greatest tragedy 
as president, because he served at a time when the United States 
needed an imaginative executive to reconstruct the nation. 

In his domestic policy, Grant faced the two biggest issues of his 
day: taxes and tariffs. His solution was to convene the Special Tax 
Commission (q.v.). The commission recommended that taxes and 
tariffs be lowered from their extremely high wartime levels. Grant 
agreed. Congress did not and followed the commission’s recom- 
mendations on taxes but kept tariffs up except at election times. 
Then Congress would lower tariffs for the vote and raise them again 
after a Republican victory. Another hot issue was civil service re- 
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form (q.v.). Here Grant was willing to deal. He traded a loosening 
of the Tenure of Office Act for appointing cronies of local Republi- 
can politicians. 

But the Panic of 1873 (q.v.) triggered interest in the money issue 
(q.v.) that would last until the advent of the twentieth century and 
the collapse of the Populist movement. Grant faced the problems of 
what to do with greenbacks and the Civil War 5-20 bonds. Grant fa- 
vored paying the bonds in gold, principle and interest, which Con- 
gress enacted as the Public Credit Act of 1869 (q.v.). The USS. 
Supreme Court (q.v.) settled the greenback question in the Legal 
Tender Cases (q.v.). Congress acted in a deflationary manner when 
it passed the Silver Demonetization Act (q.v.) and stopped the fur- 
ther retirement of greenbacks in the Specie Resumption Act (q.v.). 
As a hard-money man, Grant approved of these measures to rein in 
inflation. 

His Reconstruction program brought the last four Southern states 
(Mississippi, Texas, Virginia, and Georgia) back into the nation but 
led to the army’s policing a series of “rotten boroughs” whose votes 
went to the highest bidder. Accused by many modern writers of be- 
ing a racist, Grant had one distinction above most of his day—he 
honestly believed in equal rights under the law. He insisted on the 
Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.) to guarantee African Americans the vote. 
He also was strongly in favor of the Enforcement Acts (q.v.), which 
struck at the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.), and the Civil Rights Act of 1875 
(q.v.), which protected blacks in their new Reconstruction rights and 
liberties. Further, Grant pushed forward the readmission of the last 
four of the Confederate states to make the Union whole once again. 
And he favored the Amnesty Act (q.v.) of 1872 that restored political 
rights to most white males. 

Without Grant actively taking an aggressive role, his administra- 
tion became bogged down in the morals (or lack of them), econom- 
ics, corruption, and submission to the desires of big business. Grant 
was too willing to do the bidding of others. Worst of all, he took the 
advice of the wrong people, and the result was that his administration 
was tainted with corruption from the start. For cabinet positions he 
tended to pick businessmen who little understood government. He 
appointed them much as a general would his staff, rarely asking them 
if they could serve and often overlooking their lack of qualifications 
or conflicts of interest. 
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Scandal seemed to be the watchword of the Grant administration. 
The president himself was honest, but too often the rest of his ad- 
ministration was not. He got involved to stop the Gold Scandal (q.v.) 
in which New York money brokers tried to corner the gold market. 
But he also was way too sympathetic to the attempt to annex all or a 
part of what was then known as San Domingo (q.v.) by paying off its 
corrupt leaders, which ran him afoul of the ever-moral Senator 
Charles Sumner (q.v.). A large part of Congress and his own vice 
president, Schuyler Colfax (q.v.), became implicated in the inten- 
tional cost overruns in building the Union Pacific Railroad called the 
Crédit Mobilier Scandal (q.v.). His Navy Department head, George 
M. Robeson (q.v.), was involved in kickbacks on shipbuilding con- 
tracts. Secretary of War William W. Belknap (q.v.) had a similar prob- 
lem with Indian annuities. His minister to the Court at St. James, 
Robert Schenck (q.v.), sold salted silver mines to British aristocracy 
and fleeced them again at his poker table in the American embassy. 
Congress tried to blame its Salary Grab Act (q.v.) on Grant by rais- 
ing his salary. The president needed the raise so badly that he vetoed 
a later attempt to clean the act up, seemingly branding himself as 
crooked as the national legislature. 

Then the schemes emanating from the Treasury Department, the 
Tax Scandal and the Whiskey Ring Scandal (qq.v.), compounded by 
Grant’s unwillingness to dump his shady cronies, who did not war- 
rant his loyalty, discolored his administration in time to nearly cost 
the Republicans the election of 1876 (q.v.). By the end of his eight 
years, Grant’s reputation as president had been stained so badly that 
he has yet to come out of it, historically speaking. 

Although certain of his cronies spoke of a third term, and Grant 
himself wanted one as he was flat broke after a prolonged world tour, 
he retired to New York and went into private business. His success 
was no better now than before the war. Heavily in debt, the heavy 
smoking Grant learned that he was stricken with oral and throat can- 
cer. He had received many boxes of cigars as gifts during the war 
from a grateful North, and the shy Grant took up smoking so as not 
to offend his public. The habit had finally caught up with him. He 
wrote his memoirs to clear up his debts and leave his family with 
something after his passing, even though Congress had restored him 
to his rank and voted him a pension. He wrote under tremendous 
pain, valiantly holding on until the task was finished. Edited by Mark 
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Twain, who found Grant to be a natural writer, the memoirs became 
a best-seller. But Grant had died in July 1885 before their publication 
and was interred in the great mausoleum at Riverside Park in New 
York City overlooking the Hudson. 


GREELEY, HORACE (1811-1872). The most important newspaper 
editor and reformer of his time, Horace Greeley was born in Amherst, 
New Hampshire. His father was a hardscrabble farmer who moved 
the family to various farms in Vermont and Pennsylvania. Greeley re- 
ceived a modicum of education and was apprenticed to a newspaper 
editor at age fourteen. The owner soon died but Greeley kept at news- 
paper work the rest of his life. With about $25 and all of his belong- 
ings wrapped in a large handkerchief, he arrived in New York City in 
1831. The precocious Greeley was soon writing small pieces inde- 
pendently, and then larger ones and editorial comment, too. He came 
to the notice of James Gordon Bennett, who offered him a partner- 
ship in the New York Herald, but Greeley had already started a liter- 
ary magazine, the New Yorker. The sheet was a literary masterpiece 
and gained in reputation and circulation monthly, but Greeley still 
worried about debt. Nonetheless, he married Mary Cheney, a school- 
teacher, and kept writing, earning a wide reputation for his articles. 

Ultimately, the New Yorker failed, probably a good thing, because 
literary writing was not Greeley’s main interest—politics was. He ac- 
cepted the challenge from William H. Seward (q.v.), later Abraham 
Lincoln’s (q.v.) secretary of state, and his mentor, Thurlow Weed, 
probably the most powerful political kingpin in upstate New York, to 
publish a Whig newspaper in the city. In 1840, he opened the Log 
Cabin, a sheet dedicated to the election of William Henry Harrison, and 
became an instant success. Greeley also made speeches and stumped 
the state for Harrison. After the election, Greeley took stock of the 
newspaper industry in New York City. There were twelve different pa- 
pers published a day, but not one was dedicated to the Whig Party 
cause. So Greeley took what was left of the New Yorker and the Log 
Cabin, borrowed a thousand dollars, and merged them into one publi- 
cation, which he named the New York Tribune, in 1841. The other ed- 
itors attacked him immediately, and the result was a rising subscription 
and a newspaper that made Greeley not only famous but rich, as well. 

Greeley proceeded to set a new standard in American journalism. 
He emphasized good taste, high moral standards, and intellectual 
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appeal. He also made good use of the editorial comment page, writ- 
ing wholly partisan pieces, but with an appeal to reason and accu- 
racy. But most of all the newspaper was Greeley’s personal sound- 
ing board, and he had a lot to sound off about. He at one time or 
another backed every crackpot idea that circulated in nineteenth- 
century America. He was an egalitarian who saw aristocratic plots 
behind everything. He spoke out on behalf of utopian socialism, ad- 
vocated communal living, and invested in the movement through its 
banks. He was for the free distribution of land in the West (“Go 
west, young man,” was ever his advice to those on the make) and 
against economic advantage to the rich. He railed against railroad 
land grants, assailed corporate heartlessness, was against the ex- 
ploitation of workers, and wrote against wage slavery as fervently 
as he campaigned against chattel slavery. He opposed the death 
penalty, was for freedom of speech, favored women’s rights (so 
long as they did not get the vote), wanted to restrict the sale of 
liquor, favored a protective tariff, formed one of the first labor 
unions for printers in the United States, and was an avid fan of 
phrenology (he had an especially bumpy head, sort of a phrenolo- 
gist’s dream, as it were). 

Greeley’s thinking was never consistent; he was always changing 
his mind on this or that, but he was never idle. He was a moral leader, 
a popular teacher, the champion of new ideas. He walked about town, 
curious about everything. By the time of the Civil War Greeley’s pa- 
per was circulated all over the North (his antislavery ideas made it 
unacceptable to Southern readers). He opposed the War with Mexico 
as the aggression of slavery, opposed the extension of slavery into the 
Mexican Cession, and was livid about the creation of Kansas and Ne- 
braska, with slavery allowed above the old Missouri Compromise 
(q.v.) line of 36°30’ (the northern border of Arkansas). He assisted 
abolitionists to arm the Yankees who went out to save Kansas from 
slaveholders and applauded resistance to the Fugitive Slave Act of 
1850 (q.v.). He was one of the first editors to join the Republican 
Party (q.v.), giving it instant access to homes all over the North. Of 
the Dred Scott (q.v.) decision, which declared the African American 
as not a citizen, he wrote that it was “entitled to as much moral 
weight as would be the judgment of a majority of those congregated 
in any Washington bar-room.” He fell out with Seward and Weed, de- 
claring them too moderate on the slavery question, and backed Abra- 
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ham Lincoln (q.v.) in 1860. Although he was a member of Congress 
briefly in the late 1840s, otherwise Greeley never served in political 
office. But he was the best-known politician in the nation because of 
his constant barrage of editorials on every issue. 

The war brought him new opportunities to educate America on its 
moral duty to clean up the slavery problem. He believed that seces- 
sion was a right if the great majority of the South wanted it, then pro- 
fessed to see a conspiracy of rich slave owners as its guiding force. 
After the war began Greeley became an instant military genius, in his 
own eyes at least, and covered the masthead of page one with the slo- 
gan “Forward to Richmond!” (although in truth the shibboleth was 
from one of his editors, Richard Henry Dana). He allied himself with 
the Radical Republicans (q.v.) and pushed emancipation, regardless 
of its cost. He called it the “Question of the Day” and begged Lincoln 
to act in an editorial entitled “The Prayer of Twenty Millions.” But 
the man who wanted war in 1861 had changed his mind as the con- 
flict dragged on, and, by 1864, Greeley had become a peace-at-any- 
price advocate. Lincoln shrewdly let him go and talk to Confederate 
peace commissioners, where Greeley found to his chagrin that the 
South’s only uncompromisable condition for ending the war was an 
independent Confederacy. He also supported Lincoln, whom he had 
berated for so long as ineffectual on most issues, in the election of 
1864 (q.v.), which angered the Radicals. By the end of the war Gree- 
ley had been on so many contradictory sides of so many questions 
that most of the North thought him going daft. 

Reconstruction was not much different. Greeley endorsed Radical 
Reconstruction and the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments 
(qq.v.). He permitted the Tribune to support the impeachment of Lin- 
coln’s successor, Andrew Johnson (q.v.), but the policy was one of a 
junior editor rather than Greeley himself. Once again the great editor 
was changing his mind. He went in on Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) bail 
bond, even though the action cost him fully one-half of his sub- 
scribers. Greeley was slowly coming to be disenchanted with the cor- 
ruption that Reconstruction came to embody in the South. He saw 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) as a weak president of poor leadership quali- 
ties. Greeley was in favor of a single presidential term anyway, and 
he believed that Grant ought to step down in 1872. He also believed 
that the time had come to let wartime animosities pass. By this time, 
however, the Tribune had become more than Greeley—it was now a 
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great institution in itself. If Greeley did not care where his cockeyed 
ideas carried the paper, his editors did. But Greeley did not under- 
stand the change that was taking place. He knew that he was a good, 
humane man and represented the idealism that had made America 
great. And Greeley knew that such a man was what the nation needed 
in 1872, to bring the country back to its senses as a healed, unified 
entity. 

Led by Whitelaw Reid, one of Greeley’s editors, the Liberal Re- 
publicans (q.v.), the reform element of the party that bolted when 
Grant ran for a second term, nominated Horace Greeley for president 
during the summer of 1872. Greeley had not pushed the nomination, 
but he did not shrink from accepting it. Resigning from the Tribune, 
Greeley took to the stump. His acceptance was a real shock to the po- 
litical professionals. In the end he lost out to the better organized Re- 
publican machine, a fear from the financial markets that he was eco- 
nomically untrustworthy, and the impossibility of reconciling 
Democrats and Republican reformers under one banner. 

The loss hit Greeley personally. It was compounded by the death 
of his wife at about the same time. He wandered back to his beloved 
Tribune only to find Reid and others in power and unwilling to let 
him back in (was this Reid’s motive in nominating him all along?). 
His mind and body both broke. He died insane on 30 November 
1872. In death the nation paid him tribute that it never did while he 
was alive with a massive funeral procession in New York City. See 
also ELECTION OF 1872. 


GRESHAM’S LAW. See MONEY ISSUE. 
GRIERSON’S RAID. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


GRIFFIN, CHARLES (1825-1867). Born at Granville, Ohio, Charles 
Griffin graduated from West Point in 1847. He arrived too late to 
fight in the War with Mexico, but he served on the western frontier in 
New Mexico Territory before teaching artillery tactics at his alma 
mater. In 1861, he was a captain in the artillery and placed in charge 
of the West Point battery of light artillery that gained fame at First 
Bull Run (q.v.) when it was overrun in the final Confederate attack. 
Griffin returned to Washington, D.C., where he spent the winter re- 
organizing his unit and courting Sallie Carroll, whom he would 
marry. An energetic officer, Griffin transferred to the volunteer ser- 
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vice where promotions came faster, and by 1862 he was in command 
of a brigade of infantry. He participated in every campaign of the 
Army of the Potomac and by the end of the war was a brevet major 
general in charge of a corps. Griffin’s men took the formal surrender 
of the Confederates at Appomattox (q.v.). 

After the war, like all regular officers, Griffin was reduced in ac- 
tual rank. He became colonel of the 35th Infantry, one of the occupa- 
tion regiments assigned to Texas. Griffin was known as an unyield- 
ing officer of fiery temper, arrogant, egotistical, and very close to 
insubordinate in most of his public utterances. But he was tough and 
reliable, and those qualities endeared him to Maj. Gen. Philip Sheri- 
dan (q.v.) late in the war. And he was a die-hard Union man, which 
reflected itself in support for the Republican Party, especially the 
Radicals (qq.v.). After a year of frustration in commanding the occu- 
pation forces in Louisiana and Texas, Sheridan became well aware 
that he needed a subordinate who could run Texas while he kept an 
eye on Louisiana. He called on Griffin. 

When he arrived in Galveston to take charge, Griffin found the 
Reconstruction of Texas in a shambles. The elected governor, a for- 
mer Whig (q.v.), who had donned the gray only to fight American 
Indians in the Texas frontier, James W. Throckmorton (q.v.), had 
outmaneuvered Sheridan and his Texas commanders time and time 
again. The Texas legislature had passed the notorious Black Codes, 
refused to consider the Thirteenth Amendment, rejected the Four- 
teenth Amendment (qq.v.) outright, proposed to enroll state troops 
(former Confederates) ostensibly to fight Americans Indians, and 
elected two uncompromising Rebels as U.S. senators. There was a 
lot for Griffin to do. 

The general knew that he did not possess adequate authority to 
move against the Texas state government, but he also was aware that 
Congress was debating the expansion of his powers through the Mil- 
itary Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). So Griffin bided his time, took over 
the reins of the semi-independent Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) and un- 
fairly but effectively blamed its outgoing commander for all of the 
problems between civilians and soldiers, gave in on the surface to 
Throckmorton’s demands by shifting some troops westward, and se- 
cretly planned his countermoves. With the passage of the Military 
Reconstruction Acts, Griffin began his assault on what he saw as the 
backsliding of the civilian regime in Texas. 
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Leaving political removals until later (no one was yet sure that 
commanders had such powers under the initial Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts), Griffin turned to the problem of equal justice. One area in 
which Griffin took an interest was the number of blacks incarcerated 
in Texas jails, particularly at the state penitentiary at Huntsville. Un- 
der the guise of a Freedmen’s Bureau inspection, Griffin recom- 
mended that many prisoners be released because they were serving 
time for crimes that would have merely called for a whipping in slav- 
ery days. He believed that they were unfairly convicted as courts ex- 
cluded blacks from testifying and being impaneled on juries. Gover- 
nor Throckmorton was outraged at the idea, which impressed him as 
fuzzy thinking on how to prevent and punish crime. 

The general issued an order that any post commander could take 
any case out of the civil and criminal courts in which an African 
American was a party and send it to Griffin for review. He then re- 
quired that all jurymen take the ironclad oath (q.v.) to serve, effec- 
tively limiting jurors to blacks and pro-Union whites. He issued the 
only public accommodations law promulgated by any regime in 
Texas Reconstruction (and later ignored by everyone), and sent his 
soldiers out into the field to protect loyal citizens and assist Freed- 
men’s Bureau officers in their duties (the only general in Texas to do 
this consistently and methodically during the whole Reconstruction 
period). 

Griffin also administered the registration of voters for the election 
of the new state constitutional convention required under the Mili- 
tary Reconstruction Acts. Registrars were federal employees and 
thus had to take the ironclad oath to serve. All voters had to take an 
oath of future loyalty (q.v.) and not be among the classes excluded 
from participation under the Fourteenth Amendment (people who 
had taken an oath to the United States and then to the Confederacy). 
But Griffin, with Sheridan’s approval, allowed the registrars to go 
further and exclude anyone whom they suspected of latent disloy- 
alty. It was a position that Congress would endorse in the Third Mil- 
itary Reconstruction Act, but it caused much dissatisfaction among 
Texas whites of the former Confederate variety. But although things 
looked good on the surface, Griffin and Republicans knew that pa- 
tronage would be the only way to get rid of ex-Rebels in political po- 
sitions and cleanse the state of treason. And here they ran into a big 
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problem: Gen. Sheridan. He would not allow the wholesale re- 
movals so important to the building of the Republican Party. And no 
matter how hard he tried, Griffin could not change Sheridan’s mind. 

But Griffin was vindicated once again in the Third Military Re- 
construction Act. Griffin immediately wrote Sheridan how Governor 
Throckmorton had impeded Reconstruction. Sheridan removed 
Throckmorton from office and replaced him with Unionist Elisha M. 
Pease (q.v.), the very man who had overwhelmingly lost to Throck- 
morton in the gubernatorial election the year before. In retaliation, 
President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) promptly removed Sheridan from 
office for exceeding his powers and replaced him with known Dem- 
ocrat and opponent to Military Reconstruction, Maj. Gen. Winfield 
Scott Hancock (q.v.). Pending Hancock’s arrival (he had to consult 
with the president in Washington first), Sheridan turned his position 
over to Griffin, the next ranking officer, and gave him full power to 
act in any way he wished, as Sheridan left for reassignment on the 
Great Plains. Griffin did not delay. He promptly began to clean out 
all Democrats in the state executive department and in the state 
supreme and district court systems. 

Suddenly, as the Texas Republicans seemed at the height of suc- 
cess, a virulent yellow fever epidemic from Mexico swept up the 
Gulf Coast. Everyone turned to combating the dreaded disease, and 
Griffin was in the forefront. Army authorities recommended that he 
move himself and his family away until the epidemic ceased with 
cooler weather. Griffin refused, likening his leaving to abandoning a 
post in battle. Griffin’s family contracted the disease. His little boy 
died. Then he fell ill. On 15 September 1867, Griffin died from the 
complications of yellow fever. His parting was a disaster for Texas 
Republicans. He had left before his program of removing Democrats 
and replacing them with Republicans had fairly begun. No one knew 
if they would see his like again—an army officer who understood the 
political realities of the Military Reconstruction Acts and carried 
them out so as to cause a real change in the South to guarantee the re- 
sults of the war. 


GRISWOLDVILLE, BATTLE OF. See MARCH TO THE SEA. 


GROVETON, BATTLE OF. See MANASSAS CAMPAIGN, SEC- 
OND. 
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HABEAS CORPUS. Literally: To have the body. It is a legal concept 
that one cannot be jailed indefinitely without being brought before a 
judge and having formal charges brought by an accuser. 

In the North, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) suspended the writ 
of habeas corpus in Maryland in 1861 and later in the railroad corri- 
dor between Washington and New York, and finally throughout the 
nation (1862). This allowed his provost marshals to arrest suspects on 
mere accusation and hold them indefinitely without accusing them or 
having to produce proof of their complicity in some crime, beyond 
their disliked intellectual or political leanings. 

Political opponents pointed to this action as typical of Lincoln’s 
tendency to emphasize the executive proclamation (q.v.) at the ex- 
pense of Congress and the clauses of the U.S. Constitution. Congress 
later authorized Lincoln’s action in the Habeas Corpus Act of 1863 
(q.v.). 

In the South, President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) asked the Confeder- 
ate Congress to suspend the writ, which it did three times during the 
war in the Habeas Corpus Act of 1862 (q.v.). 


HABEAS CORPUS ACT OF 1862, CONFEDERATE. One of the 
issues on which the State Rights Faction of the Confederate Con- 
gress opposed the executive operations of President Jefferson Davis 
(q.v.) was the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). The 
Confederacy had numerous areas of disaffection that did much to 
break up the operation of the conscription laws and shield dissenters. 
Just as in the North, to be able to arrest these people without bring- 
ing charges against them, often difficult to prove, would enhance the 
war effort. Local army commanders acted first in the spring of 1862 
by suspending the writ in their individual command areas, particu- 
larly in eastern Tennessee. But Davis would have none of that. He 
nullified such orders and had the arrested released as soon as he 
learned of them. 

It was not that Davis disagreed with the need to suspend the writ. 
It was who should do it. The Confederate Constitution was the same 
as the U.S. Constitution here. Nowhere was a specific agency of the 
government charged with the right of suspension. But suspension of 
the writ was allowed and mentioned in the section referring to Con- 
gress. So Davis asked Congress to do it by passing a suspension law. 


HABEAS CORPUS ACT OF 1863, UNION @® 283 


In this matter Davis acted exactly the opposite of Union President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), who suspended the writ by executive action. 

The suspension bill was called the Barksdale Act, after its sponsor 
Ethelbert Barksdale of Mississippi. The quirk was that the measure 
allowed Davis to suspend the writ only in certain areas for a limited 
time. Davis had to go back to Congress each time the act expired or 
he wanted to widen the areas affected. So the Rebels suspended the 
writ three times in three separate acts for the periods: 27 February—13 
October 1862; 13 October 1862-15 February 1863; and 15 February 
1863-1 August 1864. After 1 August 1864, Congress refused to allow 
the suspension, calling Davis a despot for desiring a new bill. His 
own vice president, Alexander Stephens (q.v.), led the critics and 
voted against any new suspension. Stephens and his allies maintained 
that the suspension caused internal dissent, and if the suspension 
were canceled the protests would stop. In fact, the exact opposite 
proved true. It was a case where principle proved more important to 
Confederate lawmakers than victory. 


HABEAS CORPUS ACT OF 1863, UNION. The law entitled “An 
Act Relating to Habeas Corpus, and Regulating Judicial Proceedings 
in Certain Cases,” or the Habeas Corpus Act of 1863, gave the pres- 
ident congressional authorization to suspend the writ of habeas cor- 
pus (q.v.). Although President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) had already 
been suspending the writ in select areas initially, and then the whole 
Union, since the beginning of the war by executive proclamation 
(q.v.), the suspension clause was situated in that part of the U.S. Con- 
stitution relating to the powers of Congress, not the executive. This 
measure, in effect, legalized Lincoln’s previous executive action. The 
act required the secretary of war to compile a list of all noncombat- 
ant persons who were detained by order of the president, provided 
that such persons were citizens of Union states where the federal 
courts had not been displaced by the war. This list would be given to 
the federal courts of the districts that had jurisdiction over the pris- 
oners. 

If a federal grand jury met and adjourned without indicting a pris- 
oner within its jurisdiction whose name was on the list, then that per- 
son was entitled to have the court release him upon taking an oath of 
future loyalty (q.v.) to the United States. The release could be uncon- 
ditional, or the prisoner could be released on bond and required to 
meet periodically with the court so that the court could make sure the 
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released person was behaving properly. In spite of the law, the Lin- 
coln and Andrew Johnson (q.v.) administrations did not seem to have 
issued lists of detainees. Even so, the Habeas Corpus Act of 1863 al- 
lowed any noncombatant prisoner arrested by order of the president 
to petition a federal court for release. Upon proof that he was a citi- 
zen of a non-Confederate state, that he was not a prisoner of war, and 
that the grand jury had met without indicting him, the prisoner was 
entitled to be released, conditionally or unconditionally, upon taking 
the required oaths. 

In ex parte Milligan (q.v.), the Supreme Court held that the provi- 
sions of the Habeas Corpus Act of 1863 were constitutionally valid 
as they contemplated no other trial or sentence than that of a civil 
court. This, of course, ruled out trials of civilians by military com- 
missions in any loyal, pro-Union jurisdiction where the normal courts 
were functioning, war or no war. Nonetheless, many arrested non- 
combatant Confederate supporters, including the Lincoln assassins, 
were erroneously tried by military tribunal. 


HABEAS CORPUS ACT OF 1867, UNION. Because Southern white 
opponents had used suits brought in state courts to harass freedmen 
and U.S. Army and Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) officers for interfering 
with state laws in their the application of federal Reconstruction 
measures such as the Military Reconstruction Acts and the Civil 
Rights Act of 1866 (qq.v.), the Congress passed the Habeas Corpus 
Act of 1867. This measure allowed defendants to appeal adverse de- 
cisions made against them by hostile state courts to the federal 
courts. Ironically, one of its most noted applications was on behalf of 
an anti-Reconstruction white newspaperman in the case ex parte Mc- 
Cardle (q.v.), which caused Congress to reassess and restrict 
Supreme Court jurisdiction in this and other similar cases. 


HAHN, MICHAEL. See LOUISIANA EXPERIMENT. 


HALLECK, HENRY WAGER (1815-1872). Born in New York and 
graduated third in the class of 1839 at West Point, Henry W. Halleck 
was considered a sort of military genius of his time. His nickname 
was “Old Brains.” Halleck spoke in a halting manner, rubbing his el- 
bows across his folded arms. His eyes were bugged out and con- 
stantly watering. He had a bald, melon-shaped head, always tilted to 
one side, sallow complexion, stooped shoulders, flabby cheeks, dou- 
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ble chins covered by an inadequate, thin line of whiskers, and a pot- 
belly. He translated military books from the French, allegedly at nine 
cents a page, which according to critics was a true measure of his 
soul. He translated Baron Antoine Henri de Jomini’s (q.v.) book and 
published an edited version of it as his own Elements of Military Art 
and Science in 1846, saw little service during the War with Mexico 
except in military government, and resigned his commission while in 
California in 1854. 

In California Halleck came into his own. He drew up the first state 
constitution, made a fortune as a mining engineer and lawyer, and be- 
came a recognized expert on international law. Renown in 1861, he 
was appointed major general by President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) 
and sent to the western theater to replace Maj. Gen. John Charles Fré- 
mont (q.v.). Halleck was an able administrator but a lousy field com- 
mander. No matter; he took full credit for all of his subordinates’ vic- 
tories. In the summer of 1862, Lincoln pulled him back to 
Washington to become general-in-chief of the Union armies. 

In Washington, Halleck quickly folded under all the responsibility 
of running the war. He loved to tell others how to do things, but he 
could not do it himself. As one commentator put it, “Halleck origi- 
nates nothing, anticipates nothing to help others, takes no responsi- 
bility, plans nothing, suggests nothing, is good for nothing.” But Lin- 
coln decided to keep Halleck on as a sort of military advisor. He 
translated military jargon and principles for the president, who made 
all of the decisions. But he only gave advice when directly asked for 
it. When Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) came east in 1864, he kept 
Halleck on as chief of staff, to administer the armies behind the lines 
and allow Grant to supervise the battlefields. 

Halleck became a nonentity in Reconstruction. This was partially 
due to his penchant for alienating everyone he came in contact with 
and, more important, to his philosophy of military government. Dur- 
ing and after the war, the general had demonstrated a fairly conser- 
vative approach to Reconstruction, much on the line advocated by his 
close friend and rare defender, Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.). 
Both men tended to adhere to the notion that Reconstruction was 
solely a military, not a political, problem. This attitude irritated Sec- 
retary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.), who, in the aftermath of 
President Lincoln’s assassination (q.v.), removed Halleck as chief of 
staff and ordered him to Richmond to assume command there. In a 
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vain effort to gain the secretary’s favor, Halleck engaged in a brief 
tenure of absolute power. He went so far as to prohibit church ser- 
vices where the minister would not read a proscribed prayer for the 
president, and refused marriage licenses to anyone who had not taken 
the oath of future loyalty (q.v.), “to prevent so far as possible the 
propagation of legitimate Rebels.” 

But Halleck soon reestablished his conservative credentials by re- 
fusing to seize the Tredegar Ironworks, recommending that freedmen 
stay at their old places of work, and holding quick civil elections for 
anew Richmond city government. Believing Halleck’s position to be 
too pro-Confederate, Stanton quietly transferred him to San Fran- 
cisco, where the general remained harmlessly until 1869 in charge of 
the Department of the Columbia and Pacific. Then Halleck came east 
once again to head the Military Division of the South at Louisville. 
By that time Reconstruction was all but over in his new command 
area. He died in 1872 without having made a real contribution to the 
Reconstruction process. 


HAMBURG (SOUTH CAROLINA) MASSACRE (1876). As the 
number of black voters in South Carolina was the greatest in the 
South, it became evident that mere fraud would not carry the day. The 
result was the adoption of the Mississippi Plan (q.v.), which meant in 
South Carolina the organization of the Red Shirts (q.v.), its own ver- 
sion of the White League (q.v.). The movement got its biggest sup- 
port in Edgefield County, a hotbed of secession in 1860, the Ku Klux 
Klan (q.v.) after the war, and now the center of straight-out Democ- 
racy. The blacks in “Bloody Edgefield” had organized their own rifle 
clubs (q.v.), so the scene was set for open hostility, as soon as a trig- 
gering event could take place. 

It occurred in nearby Hamburg. A black militia company paraded 
in Hamburg’s streets for the Fourth of July 1876. Two whites in a 
buggy told the commander to get his men out of the way. The soldier 
replied that there was plenty of room on either side of the column. A 
local court swore out an arrest warrant on the militia officer for 
blocking a public thoroughfare a couple of days later. 

An armed group of 200 or 300 whites showed up for the hearing. 
They demanded that the black militia surrender its weapons. The 
militia commander refused. Shooting soon erupted and the blacks 
took refuge in a building, which the whites began to shell with a can- 
non. The blacks fled out the rear, with twenty-five of their number 
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being “arrested.” One of the armed white companies executed five 
black men in its custody, an incident called the Hamburg Massacre. 

Although the murder was condemned by Conservatives, they 
blamed the shootings on the evils flowing from Republican rule. At 
carpetbag Governor Daniel Chamberlain’s (qq.v.) request, President 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) sent federal soldiers to restore order. Then the 
Republicans instituted court proceedings, indicting sixty whites from 
the best families of the area for the massacre. The trial, with the de- 
fendants appearing in their red shirts, was delayed until after the elec- 
tion of 1876 (q.v.), so that passions might cool, when all of the ac- 
cused were released. 


HAMPTON ROADS PEACE CONFERENCE (3 FEBRUARY 1865). 
To appease the State Rights Faction (q.v.) opposed to his policies in 
fighting the war, Confederate President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) sug- 
gested, in response to feelers from Union President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) delivered through ex-Postmaster General Montgomery Blair 
(q.v.) of Maryland, that the South and North discuss immediate peace 
to save lives. Davis appointed his most vocal critic, his own vice pres- 
ident, Alexander Stephens (q.v.), to lead the delegation composed of 
Stephens, John A. Campbell of Alabama (a former U.S. Supreme Court 
judge and an assistant secretary of war for the Confederacy), and 
Robert M. T. Hunter of Virginia (a Confederate congressman and sen- 
ator, formerly secretary of state for the Confederacy). The conference 
was well publicized, so when the commissioners came across the lines 
at the Siege of Petersburg (q.v.), headed for the truce ship anchored in 
Hampton Roads, the troops on both sides rose up and cheered. 

While Lincoln was not against talking with anyone, he feared to 
meet with this commission personally, thinking that to do so would 
be a recognition of the legitimacy of the Confederate government and 
secession. He sent Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.) in his 
place. But the poignancy of the moment proved to be too much. 
Stephens was an old friend from the days when Lincoln had served 
in Congress from Illinois. They were both ex-Whigs (q.v.). So Lin- 
coln swallowed his fears and came in person. 

There was little that the commissioners could do. Davis had 
handed them a one-word instruction, “Independence.” Lincoln had a 
one word guide himself, “Union.” So the men sat and talked of older 
and cheerier times. Finally, Stephens asked Lincoln what he was go- 
ing to do with the African Americans once they were freed through 
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his Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.). Lincoln was unsure if the 
proclamation would have any effect after the war—after all, it was a 
war measure. The courts would have to decide. But, in any case, Lin- 
coln said he would not change one word of the proclamation now. 
Stephens asked for a deal. Seward said that if the South would quit 
the war and rejoin the Union they could block the proposed Thir- 
teenth Amendment (q.v.) by voting against its ratification. 

Lincoln suggested that the South could ratify the amendment 
prospectively and keep their slaves five years more. Then Lincoln 
said Stephens and the others ought to go back to their states, convene 
their state legislatures, recall their state troops from the war, elect 
members to the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate, and ratify 
the amendment to take effect in five years. He thought it would be le- 
gal and would avoid what he called “the evils of immediate emanci- 
pation.” He pledged that he would not undercut them by enforcing 
the Confiscation Acts (q.v.) to end slavery. He reminded his Rebel lis- 
teners that he had promised when elected not to interfere with slav- 
ery where it existed. But the war had changed things. 

Then Hunter asked again what would happen to the freed slaves. 
He maintained that they would not work. Surely black and whites 
would starve. Then Lincoln told a little story, about a hog raiser back 
home who planted potatoes for the hogs to root out for feed, only to 
have the ground freeze. Mulling over what to do, the hog farmer fig- 
ured, “Well it may come pretty hard on their snouts, but I don’t see 
but that it will be root hog or die!” That was his stated prescription 
for the freed blacks at Hampton Roads. Peace through Union was 
nonnegotiable. Slavery was dead, but what was to take its place was 
negotiable. The Southern delegates went back home empty-handed to 
await the inevitable Northern victory. 


HANCOCK, WINFIELD SCOTT (1824-1886). A Pennsylvanian, 
Winfield S. Hancock graduated from West Point in 1840. He served 
in the Seminole War and in the War with Mexico and received a 
brevet for bravery at Churubusco. After the War with Mexico he 
served on the western frontier, where he was involved in the Kansas- 
Missouri Border Wars (q.v.) and wound up as chief quartermaster of 
the California command. With the outbreak of the Civil War, Han- 
cock was brought east as a brevet brigadier general. He fought dur- 
ing the Peninsula Campaign (q.v.), where he earned his nickname 


HANCOCK, WINFIELD SCOTT (1824-1886) ® 289 


“the Superb” in the sharp fight at Williamsburg. He continued with 
the Army of the Potomac in every campaign it fought, rising from 
brigade to corps command. His conduct at Gettysburg (q.v.), where 
he selected the Union position and turned back several Rebel assaults 
including Pickett’s Charge, won him the thanks of Congress. His 
bravery had a price, however, and he was severely wounded, suffer- 
ing a hip injury that would plague him for years. In 1864, Hancock 
led his corps on the Richmond Campaign (q.v.), watching them dis- 
integrate at Ream’s Station, totally worn out from the incessant fight- 
ing around Petersburg (q.v.). Hancock, too, was exhausted. His 
wound reopened and he had to retire from frontline duty, being 
placed in charge of the Veteran Reserve Corps made up of wounded 
men like him, too valuable to lose to the service but unable to fight 
day in and day out. 

Because of his war service Hancock became the junior major gen- 
eral of the army after the war. He served on several boards and com- 
missions and was posted to the Great Plains, where he fought the 
Cheyenne in 1866. A well-known Democrat (q.v.), Hancock was one 
of many Civil War generals who had doubt as to the wisdom of the 
army getting involved with the politics of the Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.). When President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) became par- 
ticularly miffed at the pro-Republican stance of Maj. Gen. Philip H. 
Sheridan (q.v.) in the Fifth Military District (Louisiana and Texas), he 
pulled Sheridan out and sent him to the frontier to replace Hancock, 
who had not done well against the Cheyenne. Then Johnson used 
Hancock to blunt the Radical Republicans’ (q.v.) plans for the South 
by putting him in charge of the Fifth Military District. 

Hancock was well aware what awaited him in Louisiana and Texas. 
He began upon his arrival at his New Orleans headquarters by issuing 
General Orders No. 40. In it he stated that it was time for the civil au- 
thorities to take power in the South. He saw the army’s role as inci- 
dental to theirs, one of support, not policy setting. The army would not 
interfere with the right to trial by jury, the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.), 
freedom of the press, freedom of speech, and the right to private prop- 
erty. The army would act only if the civil authorities refused. Conser- 
vative whites hailed Hancock’s order as a fresh breath of American 
liberty. Although little had changed as far as announced policy was 
concerned, the attitude of Hancock and his staff was decidedly against 
interfering in local matters except as a positively last resort. 
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Preceding his arrival, both Texas and Louisiana had had a vigor- 
ous cleansing of allegedly disloyal Democrats in favor of Republi- 
cans (q.v.). Now in both states the ousted officials, all elected in 
1866, petitioned to be restored to their rightful places. But Hancock 
could not do this without creating an insurmountable storm. So he 
allowed all things to stay as they were when he arrived. Already 
Radical Republicans in Congress were moving to cut back the army 
by removing the junior major general (Hancock) from the list. But 
in reality they could do little. Hancock was acting well within his 
prerogatives as district commander under Congress’s own Military 
Reconstruction Acts. 

Hancock next reopened all voter registration and liberalized the 
grounds upon which whites could be excluded for Confederate ser- 
vice. Several thousand voters were registered under Hancock’s move, 
but it probably did not materially affect politics in either of the states 
under his command. Then Hancock got into an open tiff with Texas 
Provisional Governor Elisha M. Pease (q.v.) and Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
Joseph J. Reynolds (q.v.), his subordinate in Texas. Reynolds had 
placed the Republicans in control of local politics in Texas just before 
Hancock’s arrival in New Orleans. In answer to complaints from 
those replaced, Hancock ordered the suspension of all removals from 
and appointments to office. He also commanded that all military tri- 
als, whether by military commission or Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) 
agents, be submitted to the civil courts. This of course would put 
loyal black and white defendants at the mercy of the local courts and 
their Democratic juries. 

When Pease protested Hancock’s vision of Texas under civil gov- 
ernment, Hancock retorted that Texas was at peace and the civil 
processes were more than adequate to preserve law and order. Pease 
retorted that the Military Reconstruction Acts imposed other than or- 
dinary conditions upon the state. There was no legal government in 
Texas, Pease said, and the concept that Texas was at peace was 
naive—there was an open race war on, and it was the army’s duty to 
stop it. He blamed an outrageous increase in crime on Hancock’s 
General Orders No. 40. 

Hancock waited some time before replying to Pease’s accusations. 
He told Pease that his letter reeked of bad temper and illogical con- 
clusions and that just because Pease and the Republicans did not like 
or agree with elected officials and their policies did not mean that 
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they ought to expect the army to intervene. That was what elections 
were for. So stop complaining, Hancock concluded, and get on with 
the process of making a new constitution and electing new officials. 

Hancock’s biographers lauded the general’s refusal to make Re- 
construction a process outside the general principles of American 
government, which ignores the fact that what he did also spelled 
death to the Republican Party in any state that like Texas had a white 
majority. Louisiana Republicans might be able to survive Hancock’s 
approach, but Texas Republicans could not. And, of course, that is 
exactly what President Johnson had in mind when he sent Hancock 
down South. Hancock next turned to Gen. Reynolds and ordered him 
to shift the army from the Texas interior to the frontier. Then Han- 
cock replaced Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph Mower in Louisiana with Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Robert C. Buchanan. Mower had paralleled Reynolds’s ac- 
tions in Texas by placing Republicans in power in Louisiana. Han- 
cock also drove Provisional Governor Benjamin F. Flanders from 
power, Flanders refusing to cooperate with Hancock’s “Democrat” 
policies. 

When the Republican New Orleans city council voted to fill a va- 
cant city office, Hancock moved to clean out this Radical stronghold 
(once appointed by Sheridan). He telegraphed his action to Lt. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). The army’s commanding general now saw his 
opening and moved against Hancock, whom he despised for not fol- 
lowing Congress’s biding, or the will of the people (the Northern 
people), at least as Grant saw it. He refused to allow Hancock to 
make his removals and replacements. Grant said that Hancock was 
going against his own public pronouncements that civil government 
had been restored in the Fifth Military District and that, as a federal 
official, he ought not interfere with a local government he did not 
like. Hancock sullenly obeyed the order. Shortly thereafter Hancock 
tried to replace the New Orleans street commissioner (a position 
noted for its access to political graft). Grant once again told him to 
stop interfering with the local government. Hancock resigned his po- 
sition, compromised as he saw it by a lack of support from on high. 

Hancock would continue in the army for some years, running the 
Military Division of the Atlantic and the Department of the Dakotas. 
He contested for president on the Democratic ticket in the election of 
1880 against James A. Garfield, losing narrowly by 10,000 popular 
votes. His popularity among the voters and veterans never waned, 
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despite his opposition to Reconstruction and the Republican Party. 
Democrats saw him as a savior from Radical generals such as Sheri- 
dan, Charles Griffin (q.v.), Mower, and Reynolds. But Southern Re- 
publicans envisioned him as the Devil incarnate, a foolish man who 
would compromise party principle for some ethereal notion of what 
the founding fathers deemed was the spirit of American government. 
He could never seem to rise above principle to practicality, the way 
so many of that era did, and that made him special in a time marked 
by political and monetary greed. But he also did not understand that 
the period itself was so unique that it might have called for revolu- 
tionary approaches to guarantee the freedom of African Americans 
and quash a lingering and incipient rebellion. 


HANOVER COURT HOUSE, BATTLE OF. See PENINSULA 
CAMPAIGN. 


HARPERS FERRY RAID (1859). In 1859, voters North and South re- 
pudiated the National Democratic Party in state election after state 
election. Only Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) survived as the Northern 
states went Republican (q.v.). In the South, only Virginia stayed with 
the Democrats (q.v.). Whigs (q.v.) or independents took the other 
Southern states. But in Georgia, Mississippi, and Louisiana, radical 
Southern Democrats, often called the Chivalry or Fire-Eaters (q.v.), 
led by William L. Yancey, won handily. Yancey and his adherents 
stressed several things in their victories. They pointed out that Mod- 
erate Republicans, not the antislavery (q.v.) radicals, spoke about not 
having a nation half slave and half free (Abraham Lincoln’s [q.v.] 
“House Divided” speech), and how war over slavery between North 
and South was inevitable (William H. Seward’s [q.v.] “Irrepressible 
Conflict” speech). Douglas admitted that he had flimflammed the 
South for years with his support of popular sovereignty in his 
Freeport Doctrine (qq.v.). Worse yet, Oregon and Minnesota had 
been admitted as Free States, upsetting the balance between North 
and South in the U.S. Senate. 

Most Southerners did not buy Yancey’s fear mongering until an 
event occurred that seemed to make all of it come true. This was the 
raid on the federal arsenal at Harpers Ferry, Virginia, in October 
1859. Organized by John Brown (q.v.), who had made a name for 
himself by executing nonslaveholding Southern settlers in Kansas, 
the notion was for a cadre of abolitionists (q.v.) to go south, take arms 
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from federal arsenals, and free slaves by force. Those blacks who did 
not wish to join the revolt would be hied north to Canada. Those who 
wished to join up would be armed and spread the revolution in the 
South. 

The problem was that the local African Americans did not rise up. 
Maybe it was because the first man Brown’s raiders shot was a free 
man of color. But the federal government and the state of Virginia 
did. U.S. Marines from Washington, D.C., surrounded Brown and his 
original conspirators in a firehouse at Harpers Ferry. President James 
Buchanan (q.v.) sent a well-known War with Mexico hero, Col. 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.), whose home was across from the national capi- 
tal at Arlington, to take command. His chief aide was another Vir- 
ginian who would become better known during the coming Civil 
War, cavalryman Lt. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.). After a brief siege, the 
marines stormed the engine house and arrested Brown and a half- 
dozen of his men. A half-dozen more, including several of Brown’s 
sons, were dead, and several others had escaped over the Potomac to 
Maryland. 

Lee found that Brown had maps of the South that marked centers 
of slave population. Virginia tried Brown in state court and found him 
guilty of treason. Rumors that his abolition friends would try to re- 
lease Brown led to a call-up of the state militia to guard the execution 
proceedings, which went off without a hitch. When confronted with 
assisting Brown, the so-called Secret Six, a group of wealthy aboli- 
tion businessmen and philanthropists, denied any complicity. 

It made no difference. The South firmly believed that the North ir- 
responsibly had wanted to create a slave rebellion all along; now they 
had their proof. They knew that if a Republican such as Lincoln were 
elected, the South’s hard-won victories in the U.S. Supreme Court, 
Dred Scott v. Sanford and Ableman vy. Booth (qq.v.), would go by the 
wayside. Secession looked more viable than ever. The Harpers Ferry 
raid destroyed the Southern Whig-American Party centrist revival of 
1859 and left nothing but Republicans in the North and secession- 
minded Democrats in the South as viable alternatives in the election 
of 1860 (q.v.). If the Democrats divided in 1860, and they would, war 
was likely. And when that war of secession came, Yankee troops 
would march south singing, “John Brown’s Body Lies A-moldering 
in the Grave, But His Soul Goes Marching On.” Their catchy little 
tune would be the basis for the “Battle Hymn of the Republic.” 
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HARRIS, ISHAM G. (1818-1897). Instrumental in Tennessee’s se- 
cession and defense, Isham Harris was born in Tullahoma in 1818. 
He clerked in stores in Tennessee and Mississippi and then entered 
the law. He served in the Mississippi legislature and as a congress- 
man from Mississippi in the late 1840s, before moving to Memphis 
to increase his law practice. In Tennessee he entered politics and was 
elected governor in 1857. Harris was a Democrat (q.v.) and a seces- 
sionist all his political life. A realist who saw that Tennesseans would 
have to be led to leaving the Union gradually, Harris declared the 
state’s neutrality and began to recruit what later became the core of 
the Army of Tennessee, twenty-four regiments of infantry and cav- 
alry and ten batteries of artillery. Harris would go on to raise nearly 
100,000 troops for the Confederacy during the war. 

On 7 May 1861, Governor Harris drew up an alliance with the 
Confederacy, but one that left Tennessee responsible for its own de- 
fense until July 1861 and even after. The result was for Harris and his 
inadequately equipped military formations to rely on Kentucky’s 
neutrality to preserve Tennessee’s borders. When this failed, the state 
was completely open to invasion, having only the unfinished Fts. 
Henry and Donelson (qq.v.) on the Tennessee and the Cumberland to 
stave off the inevitable Yankee attack. Forced out of the state by the 
Union invasion, Harris served as a military aide to Gens. P. G. T 
Beauregard, Braxton Bragg, Joseph E. Johnston, and John B. Hood 
(qq.v,). 

With the fall of the Confederacy, Harris fled the country to Maxi- 
milian’s Mexico (q.v.), not returning until 1875. He joined the Re- 
deemers (q.v.) and became a U.S. senator, serving until 1895, until 
his Populist sentiments made him persona non grata in the Demo- 
cratic Party. He died two years later. 


HARRISON’S LANDING LETTER. Sent by Maj. Gen. George B. 
McClellan (q.v.) to President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) on 8 July 1862, 
after the retreat of McClellan’s army from the Siege of Richmond 
during the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.), the Harrison’s Landing let- 
ter marked an unwise injection of an army commander’s opinion into 
domestic policy. Rather than commenting on war strategy, McClel- 
lan, a Democrat (q.v.), attacked Republican (q.v.) policy, like the sus- 
pension of habeas corpus (q.v.), confiscation of property, interference 
with slavery, and lack of an overall commander in chief, a post from 
which McClellan had been removed some months before. After this 
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gratuitous criticism, McClellan offered to serve wherever he was 
needed. The letter was unwise because it placed McClellan out of 
touch with the rising sentiment for emancipation (q.v.) in the North 
and challenged Lincoln’s role as commander in chief under the Con- 
stitution. 


HATCHER’S RUN, FIRST BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, 
SIEGE OF. 


HATCHER’S RUN, SECOND BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, 
SIEGE OF. 


HAYES, RUTHERFORD B. (1822-1893). Born in Ohio after his father 
had died, Rutherford B. Hayes was raised by his mother and sister with 
assistance from his uncle, Sardis Birchard. He was educated in a local 
academy and by private tutors and hoped to attend Yale until financial 
realities sent him to local Kenyon College. The result was that he never 
lost his Midwestern point of view and remained a conservative, cau- 
tious man all of his life. He also had a strange, overly dependent rela- 
tionship with his mother and sister, Fanny, who went insane and died 
after he married. After graduating college he read law and finally man- 
aged to attend Harvard Law School for a year and a half. 

He returned to Ohio and opened a law office near his uncle’s home 
at Lower Sandusky, where he practiced for five years at the time of 
the War with Mexico. He thought of volunteering for the war to clear 
up a bronchial condition, but doctors advised against it. After the war 
he would travel to Texas and visit Guy M. Bryan, a Harvard class- 
mate and plantation owner, with whom he kept up a lifelong corre- 
spondence. In Texas Hayes came to see slavery as essentially a be- 
nign institution of racial control, which may have colored his attitude 
on the South in years to come. He returned to Ohio, this time setting 
up a law practice in Cincinnati from which he grew rich. He married 
Lucy Webb, a temperance supporter who would ban alcohol from the 
White House and earn the somewhat derisive moniker “Lemonade 
Lucy” in later years (“You are sister Fanny now,” he told her when 
his sister passed away later), and began to dabble in local politics as 
a Whig (q.v.). The growth of the slavery issue, especially its spread 
into the West, made Hayes a Republican (q.v.) by 1856, although he 
was reserved in his condemnation of any viewpoint. 

Although Hayes hoped to see the Civil War prevented, after its out- 
break he became active and eventually accepted the post as major of 
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the 23rd Ohio Volunteer Infantry, eventually advancing to regimental 
and brigade command. He served against Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson (q.v.) in the Shenandoah Valley in 1862, and was wounded 
in the arm at the Battle of South Mountain during the Maryland Cam- 
paign (q.v.). Hayes and his men then fought guerrillas in the moun- 
tains of West Virginia and were important in checking flamboyant 
Confederate cavalryman John H. Morgan during his 1863 raid in 
southern Ohio. In 1864, Hayes and his troops were part of the Army 
of the Shenandoah under Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.) and ac- 
tive in sweeping Confederate control from the Shenandoah Valley. 
He spent the rest of the war in garrison duty, achieving the rank of 
brevet major general. 

In the fall of 1864, Hayes was elected to Congress from Cincinnati, 
even though he had refused to campaign for the seat. He resigned his 
military rank and took office in June 1865 only after the surrender of 
the last of the Rebel forces. He generally voted with the Republican 
Party on Reconstruction questions even though he was not a Radical 
(q.v.) and disapproved of their hostile methods toward the South. He 
was reelected in 1866 but resigned the position in June 1867 to run 
for the party as governor of Ohio. Hayes narrowly won the gover- 
nor’s chair and hampered by a Democratic (q.v.) legislature got little 
done. But he did make some prison reforms and set up a better regu- 
lation of charities. His popularity with the voters remained high and, 
in 1869, Hayes won a second term. Now with a Republican majority 
in the legislature, Hayes came out against high taxes, reformed the 
care of the insane, supported creation of a state agricultural college, 
and attacked railroad management for disregarding the public good. 
He recognized the principle of merit in political appointments, even 
going so far as to appoint able Democrats to office; combated elec- 
tion fraud; created a geologic survey department; and encouraged the 
preservation of historical records. By now he was viewed as a capa- 
ble administrator of national importance, but Hayes instead chose to 
retire from the governorship and preserve its two-term tradition. He 
stood for Congress again but was defeated. 

The next few years found Hayes devoting himself to the law, real 
estate, and local public service. But with the Democrat resurgence of 
1874, state Republicans approached him offering to back him not 
only for a third term as governor but for president of the country as 
well. All of a sudden the man without real ambition felt the bite of the 
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presidential bug in a big way. He won the governorship and offered 
not only an ability to gain votes, but also a reform record as one who 
had stayed loyal to the party despite his disagreements with it. With 
the backing of Senator John Sherman (q.v.) and Representative James 
A. Garfield, Hayes went to the Republican convention, which by able 
maneuvering was held in his hometown of Cincinnati. He won the 
nomination after opponents to the candidacy of James G. Blaine set- 
tled on him as an attractive yet unoffending alternative. The presi- 
dential election of 1876 (q.v.) hinged on Hayes’s taking all of the dis- 
puted votes in the Republican’s “rotten boroughs” of the South plus 
one in Oregon, a process that was accomplished in the usual shady 
monetary manner without Hayes’s direct participation. 

Essentially, what Hayes and his administration did was institute 
what came to be called the “New Departure” (q.v.). Its central tenet 
was that the better classes in the South, those old Whigs who had 
been slaveholders, reluctant to secede, and willing to be Scalawags 
(q.v.) during Reconstruction, would protect blacks as they had done 
in days of slavery. But Yankees either failed to realize the implica- 
tions of their decision for black freedom or, given the struggle for the 
black vote in the North before and during Reconstruction, did not 
care. It was a process both he and Democrat opponent Samuel J. 
Tilden (q.v.) had promised, but one that was made easier on the na- 
tion’s psyche by Hayes’s war record and party label. 

Hayes himself seemed to have an inkling of the evils that the New 
Departure signified for African Americans. He almost welshed on the 
deal until a “special” tour of the South and a private talk with South 
Carolina’s Wade Hampton convinced him that any future blood shed 
in a race war would be on his hands and that Southern whites would 
“take care” of their black population, a process that was assisted by 
letters, some sycophantic, some sinister, from old friend and now 
Texas Redeemer (q.v.) Guy M. Bryan. He withdrew the troops, a pol- 
icy actually begun by President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) when he re- 
fused to interfere with elections in state after state as their inevitable 
Redemptions drew nigh. This meant that the troops went into tradi- 
tional barracks areas in the South and did not police elections, not 
that they necessarily left the South, although contingents certainly 
did go from there to the western frontier. 

The New Departure relied on getting Southerners to support Re- 
publican economic programs that only the conservative, upper-class 


298 © HAZEL GROVE, BATTLE OF 


veneer in the South liked. The average Southern white yeoman was 
more prone to support radical farmer groups that promised debt relief 
and soft money, ideas that Hayes (and the old Southern Whigs) found 
repugnant. He appointed Democrat David Key of Tennessee as post- 
master general (in charge of a legion of political appointments na- 
tionwide, but especially important for its implications in the South). 

But Hayes’s whole policy appalled many Northern Republicans, 
remnants of the Radicals who had lost their idealism in support of the 
Negro to the greed of office and were now called Stalwarts. They were 
angry that Hayes allowed Postmaster General Key to appoint Demo- 
crats to lucrative positions in the South. But the catch was that al- 
though the New Departure ignored blacks as a group, Hayes was care- 
ful to reward them as individuals with appointments to office. This 
allowed Hayes to maintain the fiction that he really was on the side of 
black America and muzzle those who accepted his appointments. 

Besides abandoning the Republican promises on race, Hayes is- 
sued an executive order (he could not get a congressional law for 
civil service reform [q.v.]) forbidding monetary assessments and po- 
litical assignments from appointed officeholders and cleaned up the 
New York customs house corruption (to the dismay of New York 
Senator Roscoe Conkling and Chester A. Arthur, the commissioner), 
used federal troops to suppress the bloody rail strike of 1877 (to the 
dismay of union leaders nationwide), vetoed a Chinese exclusion bill 
(threatening party support in the West), and came out on behalf of the 
resumption of specie payments and the end to greenbacks (alienating 
the gold lobby and debtors in general but endearing him to western 
silver producers). 

By the end of his term it was obvious that Hayes was going to be 
a one-term president, something that he did not oppose. He retired to 
his Ohio home and devoted himself to library work, filling his many 
speaking engagements, and various humanitarian causes, like prison 
and education reform. His wife died in 1889, a severe blow to him, 
but he remained active until his own death four years later, which had 
been hastened by exposure to bad weather while attending a meeting 
of trustees of the state university. His funeral brought forth accolades 
for his patriotism and commonsense dedication to reform, overlook- 
ing the long-range implications of his failed Southern policy. 


HAZEL GROVE, BATTLE OF. See CHANCELLORSVILLE 
CAMPAIGN. 
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HEPBURN vy. GRISWOLD (1871). See LEGAL TENDER CASES. 


HIGH BRIDGE, BATTLE OF THE. See APPOMATTOX CAM- 
PAIGN. 


HINES, THOMAS. See SECRET SERVICE, CONFEDERATE. 


HOLDEN, WILLIAM W. (1818-1892). North Carolina has a his- 
tory of villains ranging from Blackbeard the Pirate to Tom Dully 
(Dula) of folk song fame, but few have exceeded the hatred in- 
spired by William W. Holden, its Reconstruction governor. Little is 
known about Holden’s early life save he was born in Orange 
County. He was largely self-made, attended a “field school,” and 
became a printer’s apprentice. Originally a Whig (q.v.) newspaper 
editor, Holden switched to being a Jacksonian Democrat (q.v.) ad- 
vocate, if for nothing else than to stimulate debate over political is- 
sues of the day. As a writer he was distinctly partisan and fre- 
quently abusive in the style of the times. As a participant in the 
1850s demise of the Whig Party, Holden made many lifelong ene- 
mies. It also enhanced his reputation as an opportunistic, bitter, un- 
scrupulous, and arrogant demagogue. 

In the late 1850s, Holden entered state politics, running for gover- 
nor and U.S. senator, failing to achieve either position. In 1860, he 
backed the presidential aspirations of Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) and 
cautioned the red-hot seceders to wait until President Abraham Lin- 
coln (q.v.) did something overt before considering leaving the Union. 
Upon the firing on Ft. Sumter (q.v.), Holden came out wholeheart- 
edly for secession, although he tempered it somewhat by voting for 
the “right of revolution.” But he soon saw that secession Democrats 
were squeezing him out of the party with the connivance of Confed- 
erate President Jefferson Davis (q.v.). This caused Holden to organ- 
ize the Conservative Party, a combination of Douglas Democrats and 
ex-Whigs. For their front man they chose Zebulon Vance, who be- 
came governor in 1864 on a program that criticized the war. Holden 
also dabbled with the more radical secret peace society, The Heroes 
of America. Once revealed, this association led many, Whigs and 
Democrats of all hues, to charge him with treason to the Confeder- 
acy, but the adverse end of the war saved him from any real embar- 
rassment. 

As Reconstruction began, President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) ap- 
pointed Holden as his first loyal governor in the South. It was not 
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unusual as Johnson and Holden thought much alike, if Holden’s ed- 
itorials were any indication. But it angered many in the state who 
thought that Holden had proved much too flexible in the past to be 
trusted now. Still, Holden surprised many of his detractors when his 
administration proved to be one of moderation and feeling. Many 
feared that to reject him in the election of 1866 would cause the 
North to question the sincerity of their submission to defeat. But at 
the last moment the Conservatives put forward Jonathan Worth, a 
relative political unknown of principled Union antecedents who had 
been serving as state treasurer. The result was a repudiation of 
Holden at the polls, his past reputation as an unprincipled and “ma- 
licious prince of demagogism” doing him in. 

But the imposition of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) on 
North Carolina gave Holden new political life as the head of the 
state’s Republican Party, in league with other Scalawags, blacks, and 
carpetbaggers (qq.v.). Guiding the party to a fairly moderate stance 
on such issues as disfranchising ex-Confederates (there were none on 
the state level), Holden ran for and won the governor’s chair in 1868, 
the Republicans also taking over the state legislature. 

Although many hated Holden for his support of black civil rights, 
they were a small minority in North Carolina. The real struggle was 
among Union (carpetbaggers and Scalawags) and Rebel whites over 
state-backed economic growth subsidies, particularly to railroad 
companies. Holden inevitably became linked up with two con artists 
extraordinaire, Milton S. Littlefield (q.v.) and George W. Swepson. 
Holden was probably monetarily honest but he became tainted when 
he issued a series of bonds for a railroad in the Piedmont and Ap- 
palachian sections of the state that turned out to be fraudulent. In this 
Holden was a lot like President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.)—he never re- 
pudiated his friends and thus was guilty by association, if nothing 
else. 

But the problem that did Holden in was the suppression of the Ku 
Klux Klan (q.v.) in Alamance and Caswell Counties. Authorized to 
raise a state militia to protect loyal white and black voters, Holden 
brought in from eastern Tennessee George W. Kirk, whom he made 
colonel in charge. The result was the so-called Kirk-Holden War as 
Kirk’s men attempted to put down Ku Klux violence with mixed ef- 
fectiveness. It worked well in the two counties affected (both domi- 
nated by white Loyalists) but left the rest of the state (especially the 
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African American and Republican east) wide open to voter intimida- 
tion, unlike the comprehensive and successful attack on Ku Kluxism 
that carpetbag Governor Powell Clayton (q.v.) inaugurated in 
Arkansas, after which it was modeled. But the criticism of Holden 
reached a new high as the attack on the Klan came just before the 
state election of 1870. One critic, newspaper editor Josiah Turner Jr., 
went to the scene of the military operations and wrote of how “the 
devil incarnate,” Holden, through Kirk’s Republican militia “robbed, 
despoiled, and plundered the people.” Turner dared Holden to have 
him arrested and Holden foolishly had it done, making Turner the 
martyr of the hour and guaranteeing a Conservative victory in the 
legislative contests. 

When the new legislators took their seats, many called for the re- 
moval of Holden. The legislature put on an impressive impeachment 
show trial that ignored the Ku Klux Klan attack on white and black 
Republicans and portrayed Holden as a violator of civil liberties 
through his militia campaign and arbitrary arrests. The legislature re- 
moved Holden and suspended his political rights in the state. Holden 
vowed to get his rights restored. This opportunity appeared in 1875, 
as the state assembled delegates to get rid of the state’s Reconstruc- 
tion constitution. But on a straight party vote (fifty-three to fifty-six) 
the delegates refused to remove Holden’s political disabilities. 

During the 1880s Holden began to engage in several projects that 
helped restore his reputation in the state. He gave an address on North 
Carolina journalism and ignored his own considerable contribution. 
He reconciled with Zeb Vance and began to write a massive history 
of North Carolina. But the old man’s health began to catch up with 
him. Holden suffered a stroke that limited his ability to write. He had 
to dictate all correspondence. 

At the end of the decade he tried one more time to regain his po- 
litical rights. He approached newspaperman Josephus Daniels. But 
the attempt merely caused the flare-up of old hatreds and failed. 
Holden then had another stroke that left him bedridden. He died 
shortly thereafter. His funeral procession was the only vindication he 
would ever get—a public procession, the lowering of the flag to half- 
mast, and a public burial attended by blacks and whites from all po- 
litical persuasions. Josephus Daniels had written his obituary some 
time earlier. Holden had “made stronger friends and bitterer enemies 
than any other man in our history,” he concluded, “[but w]hatever 
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people in the future may think of him, one thing is certain—they will 
think of him.” 


HOMESTEAD ACT. The Republican Party (q.v.) was a party with a 
distinct domestic program designed to appease both its agricultural 
and industrial supporters. This program had as its basis the old Whig 
(q.v.) economic policies based in part on Henry Clay’s American Sys- 
tem (q.v.). Part of the agricultural program was the Homestead Act of 
1862. This measure opened free land in the West, up to 160 acres per 
each head of family. If the land were lived on for five years consec- 
utively and improvements made on it, the title would revert to the set- 
tler for the cost of the fees to register it ($26 to $34). If one wished 
to hurry up the process, the land could be bought at $1.25 an acre af- 
ter six months residence. There was some westward movement dur- 
ing the war. Kansas was admitted as a Free State in 1861, after 
Southern secession (q.v.). Nevada became a Free State on the basis of 
its silver strikes in 1864. In addition, the Montana, Colorado, Dakota, 
and Arizona Territories were created. 


HOOD, JOHN BELL (1831-1879). A Kentuckian who graduated 
from West Point in 1853 in the bottom quarter of his class, John B. 
Hood was a blond six-footer with a bloodhound-looking face. He had 
some experience in Indian fighting and had been wounded in action 
on the frontier. He resigned his commission in 1861 and received a 
lieutenant of cavalry commission for the Confederacy. His first duty 
station was Yorktown. But in March 1862 he was made brigadier 
general and put in charge of the Texas Brigade, with which his name 
would be synonymous. He led it at the Seven Days Campaign, the 
Second Manassas Campaign, and the Maryland Campaign (qq.v.), 
during which time Hood’s Texans became the shock troops of Robert 
E. Lee’s (q.v.) army, always in the hottest positions, always taking the 
most casualties. In October 1862, he acceded to division command, 
and led his men at Fredericksburg and during the Pennsylvania Cam- 
paign (qq.v.), being severely wounded in the arm on the second day 
of Gettysburg. 

Barely recovering from his wound, Hood led his division to the West, 
where it achieved the breakthrough that led to Confederate victory at 
Chickamauga. Here Hood lost his right leg. He was present at the Siege 
of Chattanooga (q.v.) but moved north to unsuccessfully assault 
Knoxville. By the spring of 1864, his division was back in Virginia in 
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time for the Richmond Campaign (q.v.). But Hood himself stayed with 
the Army of Tennessee as a corps commander (lieutenant general) dur- 
ing the Atlanta Campaign (q.v.). He manipulated events and people to 
succeed the retreating Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.) in command at At- 
lanta, received the temporary rank of general, and led the Confederates 
in a series of bloody counterattacks that ultimately lost the city. 

After Atlanta, Hood removed his army to the west and charged up 
into Tennessee, supposedly to take Nashville. Hood botched the 
whole Nashville Campaign (q.v.), permitting the Yankees to pass him 
at Spring Hill without challenge and charging headlong across open 
fields at Franklin, decimating his office corps. The Union counterat- 
tack at Nashville is generally considered the only decisive victory of 
the war. Relieved at his own request and reverting to lieutenant gen- 
eral, Hood surrender to Federal authorities at Natchez at the end of 
the war, while trying to reach Texas. 

Hood spent the postwar years in New Orleans, working as a cotton 
factor and a commission merchant. Under attack from Joseph John- 
ston in his memoirs, Hood felt compelled to write a book of his own 
defending, at times quite ably, his course of action during the war, no 
matter how bloody it seemed in retrospect. But the higher up in 
command Hood went, the more vague his goals seemed to get. The 
fact remained that while he excelled at brigade and division com- 
mand, he did not do well in corps or army command. He was as poor 
an administrator as he was a good fighter. He, his wife (he had mar- 
ried after the war and sired eleven children in ten years), and eldest 
daughter died of yellow fever in 1879. 


HOOD’S FIRST SORTIE. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 
HOOD’S SECOND SORTIE. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 
HOOD’S THIRD SORTIE. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


HOOKER, JOSEPH (1814-1879). Massachusetts-born Joseph 
Hooker graduated from West Point in 1837 in the middle of his class. 
He fought in the Seminole War and served on the Maine frontier, be- 
fore becoming an adjutant at the U.S. Military Academy. In the War 
with Mexico, Hooker served as a staff officer and won three brevets 
for bravery. He stood by the volunteer generals in their quarrels with 
Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.), however, which caused him ca- 
reer problems thereafter. 
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He resigned his commission in 1853 to become a farmer and an en- 
gineer in California. He had a disagreement with Maj. Gen. Henry W. 
Halleck (q.v.) while in California as a militia colonel, which caused 
his willingness to serve in the Civil War to be snubbed initially. Even- 
tually, he received a brigade command at Washington and a division 
command in the Peninsula Campaign and the Seven Days Campaign 
(qq.v.). Hooker’s corps missed the Second Manassas Campaign 
(q.v.), but he was commander of the I Corps during the Maryland 
Campaign (q.v.), and of the Center Grand Division (V and II Corps) 
during the Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.). His record was sterling to 
this point, and he constantly lived up to the sobriquet “Fighting Joe.” 
He was also known for keeping his headquarters in the bar at 
Willard’s fashionable Washington hotel. There is some doubt that the 
ladies of shady reputation popularly known as “hookers” received 
their names from his liberal patronization of their skills, but it is a 
good story, nonetheless. 

During and after the fiasco at Fredericksburg, Hooker shamelessly 
had campaigned to become the head of the Army of the Potomac. He 
also publicly criticized the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) regime and called 
for a military dictatorship. When Lincoln appointed him army chief, 
the president said that only winners could become dictators. If 
Hooker would win on the battlefield, Lincoln said he would risk the 
dictatorship. 

Unfortunately for his aspirations, Hooker could not deliver. During 
the Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.), he became mentally paralyzed 
after Confederate Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) flanked his position, and 
even more befuddled after a spent shell hit a post against which he 
had been leaning. He withdrew his army, causing many to say that 
Lee had beat Hooker, not the Army of the Potomac. Quarreling with 
his civilian superiors during the initial moves in the Pennsylvania 
Campaign (q.v.), Hooker was relieved by Lincoln as commander for 
Maj. Gen. George G. Meade (q.v.). Congress, however, gave him its 
thanks for his revitalization of the army and the defense of Washing- 
ton. He was one of fifteen to receive that honor during the war. 

Going to the western theater with a detachment from the Army of 
the Potomac, Hooker commanded the XI and XII Corps, later com- 
bined into the XX Corps. He fought well in the Chattanooga Cam- 
paign and the Atlanta Campaign (qq.v.). But when he was passed 
over in the selection of a commander for Maj. Gen. William T. Sher- 
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man’s (q.v.) Army of Georgia for the March to the Sea (q.v.), Hooker 
asked for another assignment. He commanded various army depart- 
ments until he suffered a paralytic stroke in 1868. Hooker retired 
from active service and died eleven years later. 


HOTZE, HENRY (1833-1887). Throughout the Civil War the Con- 
federacy hoped to get foreign recognition. Although Confederate 
diplomacy often suffered on the higher levels, lower echelon em- 
ployees were quite good. An example of this was the work of Henry 
Hotze, a newspaperman who published Confederate propaganda in 
Great Britain that went to all of Europe. Using his publication, the 
Index, Hotze made much of Confederate victories on the battlefield, 
Union failures, and Federal contradictions in policy, such as putting 
up an illegal blockade against Southern ports it alleged to be its own. 
Hotze was very careful to play down the fact the South held slaves 
and emphasized Yankee oppression of the liberties of Southern 
whites. He also made much of King Cotton and its value to the liveli- 
hood of the English cotton mill workers. 


HOWARD, JACOB M. (1805-1871). Born in Vermont, Jacob M. 
Howard was educated in public schools and private academies, re- 
ceiving a degree from Williams College in 1830. He began to read 
law and was admitted to the bar in Michigan, where he had moved in 
1833. Setting up a practice in Detroit, Howard did well as an attor- 
ney, but he much preferred politics, which he entered as a Whig (q.v.) 
candidate to the state assembly in 1838. Changing to the new Re- 
publican Party (q.v.) in 1854, Howard served as state attorney general 
until 1861. He was then sent to the U.S. Senate, where he served un- 
til 1871 as a Radical Republican (q.v.). Howard drafted the Thir- 
teenth Amendment (q.v.), opposed presidential Reconstruction (q.v.), 
and favored extreme punishment of the South through the Fourteenth 
Amendment and the Military Reconstruction Acts (qq.v.). He was a 
member of the Joint Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.) 
and in charge of investigating conditions in Virginia and the Caroli- 
nas. Howard was an excellent speaker but somewhat ponderous in his 
presentation of a topic. He read widely in law, history, classics, and 
literature and even translated and published the memoirs of the em- 
press Josephine from the original French. Howard also was interested 
in transportation and chaired the Senate committee on Pacific rail- 
roads. He drew up the final report on President Andrew Johnson’s 
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(q.v.) removal of Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.), which 
led to the chief executive’s impeachment (q.v.) (Howard voted to 
convict). He died of a stroke within a month of ending his term as 
senator in 1871. 


HOWARD, OLIVER OTIS (1830-1909). Born in Leeds, Maine, Oliver 
Otis Howard graduated from Bowdoin College in 1850 and West Point 
in 1854. He served as an ordnance officer, fought in the Third Semi- 
nole War, and taught mathematics at the military academy until the 
Civil War broke out. He helped organize and train the 3rd Maine Vol- 
unteer Infantry and served as its colonel and brigade commander at 
First Manassas (q.v.), the first of twenty major engagements he fought 
in during the war. He was soon promoted to general officer. In the 
Peninsula Campaign (q.v.) in 1862 at the Battle of Fair Oaks he lost his 
right arm. Howard returned to the front within three and a half months 
and fought as brigade and division commander at all major battles in 
the East through Gettysburg. He advanced to corps command, taking 
over the XI Corps of the Army of the Potomac, a hard-luck unit largely 
composed of German immigrants that ran at Chancellorsville (q.v.) and 
on the first day of Gettysburg, causing Union defeats. 

Howard was sent to the West after the Pennsylvania Campaign 
(q.v.), where he fought well at Chattanooga and in the Atlanta Cam- 
paign (qq.v.), advancing to army command under Maj. Gen. William 
T. Sherman (q.v.). Howard commanded one of the wings in the 
March to the Sea (q.v.) and continued in this role as Sherman moved 
through the Carolinas (q.v.), changing his record in the East of “dili- 
gent mediocrity” to one of occasional brilliance. 

In 1865, Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) handed 
Howard a basket of memos and communications and he became the 
first and only commissioner of the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, 
and Abandoned Lands (q.v.). Although recent historians have criti- 
cized Howard’s condescending racism, summed up in the title “Yan- 
kee Stepfather,” he was probably as good a man as was available at 
the time to do the job. He was honest, had the interests of the African 
Americans at heart, and approached the problems in the spirit of a de- 
vout Christian, which led to another of his nicknames, the “Bible 
General.” Howard fully realized that the change from slave to free so- 
ciety would be a long and arduous one, and he worked ever patiently 
to achieve it. Like many nineteenth-century intellectuals and reform- 
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ers he put his faith in God and education. He founded several black 
institutions of higher learning, of which Howard University in the 
District of Columbia is the best known, and worked tirelessly to keep 
the bureau as nonpolitical as possible. It is possible that the bureau 
might have continued longer had he made it an adjunct of the Re- 
publican Party (q.v.), but he refused. For all of his hard work he was 
accused of mismanagement of funds and investigated by Congress, 
but found innocent of any charges. 

Howard went on to the great Southwest, where he negotiated the 
end of the Apache Wars by bravely confronting the Chiricahua chief- 
tain, Cochise, alone in his stronghold, and impressing the Apaches 
with his Christian decency. Unfortunately, the rest of the government 
did not possess it, and Howard’s treaty was unilaterally altered and 
the reservation he promised was given over to the cattle and mining 
barons. Meanwhile, Howard took over the Department of the Co- 
lumbia (present-day Washington and Oregon) and was there during 
the Nez Percé War against Chief Joseph, whom he helped hound into 
submission. In 1886, he returned to the Department of the East, 
where he served until his retirement in 1894. He remained interested 
in the field of black education the rest of his life and wrote several 
historical books including his memoirs, which he finished two years 
before his death. 


IMPEACHMENT. Even though the Republican Congress had tried to 
subordinate President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) to its will by March 
1867 through measures such as the Command of the Army Act, the 
Tenure of Office Act, and the Military Reconstruction Acts (qq.v.) 
and the calling of its own next session so as not to allow him latitude 
to create havoc during the traditional congressional recess, Johnson 
managed to do much within the limits of the laws to frustrate the 
Radical Republican (q.v.) program. He relied on appointment and 
pardoning powers that Congress really could not touch. Most of all, 
he could guide Reconstruction through the assignment of officers to 
Reconstruction districts in the South. 

The only real method to stop Johnson and completely humiliate 
him was to impeach him. Impeachment is the bringing of charges 
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against an elected or appointed public official. It is an indictment. In 
the case of the president, the House of Representatives impeaches 
and acts as prosecutor. The Senate acts as jury, and the trial is over- 
seen by the chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) (in this 
case, Salmon P. Chase [q.v.], a former member of Abraham Lincoln’s 
[q.v.] cabinet and a Radical Republican). If found guilty, the accused 
is removed from office. Then separate civil or criminal charges can 
be filed in ordinary courts. Until he was removed from office, John- 
son would be immune to ordinary prosecution. He could be im- 
peached under the Constitution only for treason, bribery, high crimes, 
or misdemeanors. What comprised the latter two categories was a 
vague area and zoned in on immediately by the Radical Republicans. 

By 1867, Congress had a new weapon to use against the president, 
the Tenure of Office Act. It was designed to protect Radical sympa- 
thizers in the executive department who spied on Johnson and tipped 
off Congress as to his possible next moves. But it was especially 
there to shield Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.). He was 
the civilian head of the War Department and thus one of the men 
through whom orders to the U.S. Army had to proceed, according to 
the Command of the Army Act. Thus Stanton, along with Lt. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), kept the field officers from taking orders that 
might compromise Reconstruction directly from Johnson (although 
neither had been able to halt Johnson’s annoying habit of appointing 
military district commanders who disliked congressional policy). 
Johnson’s chance came in the summer of 1867 when the Fortieth 
Congress figured he was in check and declared a recess from July to 
November. This was the opportunity for Johnson to remove the vari- 
ous Republican military commanders in the South. For good measure 
he removed Stanton, too. Then he informed Congress of his deeds, as 
the Tenure of Office Act provided, when it reconvened in December. 
Congress would then advise and consent. 

Johnson was rather clever, too clever as it turned out, in his ad in- 
terim replacement of Stanton. He was none other than Ulysses S. 
Grant, the commanding general of the U.S. Army. The general did 
not understand the give and take of politics —he believed that Con- 
gress was right in any political quarrel with the president as the true 
representative of the people. He also found out that if he cooperated 
with Johnson and they lost their case, he could be fined $10,000 and 
get five years in jail if he refused to give the office back to Stanton. 
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But hanging tough was essential if Johnson were to get a test case in 
the federal courts. Finally, unknown to Johnson, Grant was getting 
the presidential bug—the Republican presidential bug. 

So when the second session of the Fortieth Congress met and voted 
not to concur in Stanton’s removal, and ordered him back into office, 
Grant returned the keys before Johnson could stop him. Thus John- 
son had to remove Stanton outright while Congress was still in ses- 
sion, to get what he thought was a good test case. In Johnson’s eyes, 
the secretary was not actually protected by the act because Lincoln 
had appointed him and Lincoln had been dead for years beyond the 
one month after a president left office provision in the law that al- 
legedly protected Stanton. 

As Stanton held out valiantly, the House of Representatives passed 
the Covode Resolution, impeaching the president for “high crimes 
and misdemeanors.” The Bill of Particulars had eleven accusations. 
Eight concerned violations of the Tenure of Office Act. Article 9 was 
the “Emory Article.” It accused the president of violating the Com- 
mand of the Army Act by sending an order directly to Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
William H. Emory. The general had refused to obey and reported the 
attempt to Grant, who told Congress. Article 10 was the “Butler Ar- 
ticle.” Named after Radical congressman Benjamin F. Butler (q.v.) of 
Massachusetts, it accused Johnson of using foul language disrespect- 
ful of Congress—true, but more a matter of bad taste than a high 
crime or misdemeanor in anybody’s book. Article 11 was the “Om- 
nibus Article.” It was a catchall that accused Johnson of not faithfully 
executing the Military Reconstruction Acts. This was false. He was 
meticulous in his obedience, although he worked the loopholes pa- 
tiently and effectively. Everyone knew that the House had a poor 
case. Johnson was right, the Tenure of Office act did not really apply 
to Stanton. But the Senate was not supposed to vote as a jury. It was 
to act as a political body and vote the party line. 

Knowing its farcical nature and wishing to keep as much of the ex- 
ecutive’s traditional independence of the legislative as possible, 
Johnson refused to patronize the impeachment proceedings. He sent 
his attorneys, Henry Stanbery (who resigned as attorney general to 
defend the president) and William Evarts (one of the most respected 
attorneys of the day). They stuck to the legal facts: Stanton was not 
under the protection of the Tenure of Office Act because Lincoln, 
who had appointed him, had been dead (out of office) more than one 
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month; Stanton was still in office anyway so no crime had been com- 
mitted; and none of the so-called high crimes and misdemeanors 
were impeachable offenses, but rather political disagreements natural 
under the American system of government. 

Facing Johnson’s attorneys was the prosecution, a group of man- 
agers appointed by the House of Representatives. The leaders were 
Thaddeus Stevens (q.v.) and Benjamin Butler. As Stevens was slowly 
dying, Butler carried on all of the real work. They had a lousy case, 
but it mattered little. All they wanted was thirty-six senators to vote 
“aye” to remove the president. Chief Justice Chase, as political as 
anyone, possibly seeking a presidential nomination by the Democrats 
(q.v.), a party from which he had migrated to become a Radical Re- 
publican, kept the proceedings as close to law and the Constitution as 
he dared. The House managers sought to belay this influence by vot- 
ing on Article 11 first. It was vague, most Republicans believed that 
Johnson had acted to obstruct Reconstruction, so one could vote 
“aye” with a clean conscience. But it also would amount to passage 
of a legislative bill of attainder (punishment of the president for no 
real impeachable offense as defined in the Constitution), which was 
unconstitutional in itself. 

But only thirty-two others followed Benjamin Wade (q.v.), Butler, 
and Stevens. The Senate was one vote short of conviction (thirty-five 
to nineteen). Seven Republicans had broken with their party and 
voted with the dozen Democrats to acquit. The trial was over. An- 
drew Johnson was still president. Some historians have pointed to 
Republican Senator E. A. Ross of Kansas as the one vote that saved 
Johnson. But in reality, there were others who would have voted to 
acquit had it been necessary. But only seven had to risk their politi- 
cal careers; young men who could start over, old men who could re- 
tire. What it did guarantee was that prominent Radicals such as Chase 
and Wade would not receive the nomination of either party. The Re- 
publicans now withdrew from ideology and went for practicality, or 
what politicians call availability. They turned to war hero Ulysses S. 
Grant, the man who had refused to stand by Johnson in challenging 
the Tenure of Office Act. He was a war hero, beloved by the voters, 
and a believer in congressional domination of government. 


INDEX, THE. See HOTZE, HENRY. 
INFLATION BILL (1874). See MONEY ISSUE. 
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INTERNAL DISSENT IN THE CONFEDERACY. Almost immedi- 
ately the Confederacy had major problems with loyalty in every state. 
But the biggest area of internal dissent within the Confederacy was 
the Appalachian peninsula (mountain chain). This dissent took place 
in two sections of the mountains: western Virginia and eastern Ten- 
nessee. 

In the western quarter of Virginia, thirty-two counties were espe- 
cially vehement in their opposition to secession (q.v.) and the forma- 
tion of the Confederacy. The center of anti-Confederate sentiment 
was in the Kanawha Valley. Even before the popular referendum on 
Virginia’s secession, the people in the west were organizing to resist 
secession and claiming to represent the loyal state of Virginia. This 
process would continue until the creation of the separate state of West 
Virginia (q.V.). 

But already troops were in motion. Recruiters raised loyal Virginia 
regiments in neighboring Ohio. Under the command of Ohio Maj. 
Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.), loyal Ohio and Virginia regiments 
moved to occupy the Kanawha. On 3 June 1861, the first land battle 
of the war occurred at Philippi, known as the Philippi Races, because 
the Confederates ran at the first shots. A new Confederate com- 
mander, Brig. Gen. Robert S. Garnett, rallied his men at Rich and 
Laurel Mountains. McClellan brought his soldiers up and had Brig. 
Gen. William S. Rosecrans (q.v.) lead a flanking column against Rich 
Mountain, where the Rebel position was weakest. On 11 July, Rose- 
crans took the hill and the Confederates withdrew. McClellan’s 
forces overtook them at Carrick’s Ford on the Cheat River, where the 
Confederates were retreating in disorder after Garnett was killed. 

McClellan received much credit for saving western Virginia from 
Rebel invasion and went east to command all Union armies in the 
coming year, although many believed that Rosecrans and Brig. Gen. 
Joseph J. Reynolds (q.v.) had done most of the fighting. His oppo- 
nent, in charge of overall Confederate operations, had been Gen. 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.), who came onto the field after Carrick’s Ford in 
an effort to salvage western Virginia for the Confederacy. He lost to 
Reynolds’s entrenched forces at Cheat Mountain before he went east 
to become President Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) military advisor and 
troubleshooter and shine in later campaigns. 

The other major area of dissent against the Confederate govern- 
ment was eastern Tennessee. Opposition here was led by Andrew 
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Johnson (q.v.), one of Tennessee’s U.S. senators, who would later be- 
come military governor of occupied Tennessee, then vice president 
and president of the Union. While Johnson worked in Washington to 
save eastern Tennessee from Rebel occupation and get its loyal con- 
gressmen seated, his main competitor on the ground was Parson 
William G. Brownlow (q.v.). By early 1862, Brownlow had been ar- 
rested and exiled to Union lines and the Confederate army had occu- 
pied the area. Meanwhile, representatives from the same districts 
served in both the U.S. and Confederate Congresses simultaneously. 
Guerrilla war prevailed in much of Tennessee, the pro-Confederate 
areas being occupied by Federal forces early on, and the pro-Union 
areas being held by the Confederates. 

It was not until 1864 that all of Tennessee fell to Northern occupa- 
tion troops. In 1865, as the war drew to a close, Brownlow organized 
a loyal government with himself elected as governor. Johnson had 
been so hated —by eastern Tennessee because he supported proslave 
John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) in the election of 1860 (q.v.), and by the 
rest of the state for refusing to secede and give up his U.S. Senate seat 
in 1861—he did little to advance the cause of reconciliation. The two 
men would continue to spar over Tennessee during Reconstruction. 

There were other areas of dissatisfaction within the Confederacy. 
Northern Alabama organized several counties into the “Free State of 
Winston,” and sent men to the Federal armies who became the Ist Al- 
abama (Union) Cavalry and acted as Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s 
(q.v.) bodyguards on the March to the Sea (q.v.). The “Free State of 
Jones” was a similar area in southwestern Mississippi. Here desert- 
ers, draft dodgers, and pro-Union men found refuge, and Confeder- 
ates steered clear. The Ozarks between Arkansas and Missouri was 
much the same, as were select areas in northwestern Louisiana. In 
Texas the “Big Thicket” in eastern Texas and the frontier areas re- 
fused to cooperate with Confederate authorities. Texas dissidents also 
raised two regiments and a battalion of Union cavalry. 


INTERNAL DISSENT IN THE UNION. See EXECUTIVE 
PROCLAMATION, LINCOLN AND THE. 


TRONCLAD OATH. See OATHS OF ALLEGIANCE. 
ISLAND NO. 10, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 
IUKA, BATTLE OF. See CORINTH CAMPAIGN. 
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JACKSON, THOMAS J. “STONEWALL?” (1824-1863). Born on 21 
January 1824 in what would become West Virginia, Thomas J. Jack- 
son graduated seventeenth in his class of fifty-nine at West Point in 
1846. He won two brevets for bravery during the War with Mexico, 
but resigned his commission in 1851 to teach tactics at the Virginia 
Military Academy. He was a devout Presbyterian, tended to be hu- 
morless (he laughed by throwing his head back but making no 
sound), rarely spoke, believed in predestination, was a fatalist, gave 
out Sunday school tracts to his students and soldiers alike, disliked 
fighting on Sundays (although he never delayed engaging in battle on 
the Lord’s Day, especially when victory presented itself), and lived a 
simple life of hard work and few outwardly perceived enjoyments be- 
sides constant prayer. 

When Jackson joined in the defense of Virginia at Harpers Ferry in 
1861, he presented a not-too-inspiring sight. He wore a broken- 
brimmed kepi, a threadbare jacket from his War with Mexico days, 
and a pair of floppy boots of a very large size. Standing six feet tall, 
he was powerfully built. He liked to ride about holding one arm up in 
the air (allegedly to improve his circulation), and often sucked on 
lemons while in thought. He was deaf in one ear and could not hear 
distant sounds. His eccentricities caused the soldiers to give him a 
multitude of nicknames, from the endearing “Old Jack,” to the less 
loveable “Fool Tom,” to “Old Blue Light” for the haunting gaze in 
his pale eyes. 

Jackson was a part of the Shenandoah Valley army that Joseph 
Johnston (q.v.) brought to reinforce Confederate positions at First 
Manassas (q.v.). As a brigade commander, he and his men held Henry 
House Hill “like a stone wall,” permitting the Rebel counterattack 
that swept the Yankees from the field. For this both he and his brigade 
received the nickname “Stonewall.” Returned to the Shenandoah Val- 
ley, Jackson spent the winter of 1861 quarrelling with his subordi- 
nates and engaging in botched campaigns in the western Virginia 
mountains. The following spring, however, Jackson fought the fa- 
mous First Shenandoah Valley Campaign (q.v.) in which he defeated 
three Union armies sent against him. Called to Richmond, Jackson 
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took a lackluster part in the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). That sum- 
mer, Jackson was his old self as he led half of Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) 
army, spearheaded the Confederate Second Manassas Campaign, and 
held off repeated Union attacks at Antietam Creek, after capturing the 
Union garrison at Harpers Ferry, during the Maryland Campaign 
(qq.v,). 

Playing a minor part at Fredericksburg, Jackson became the key to 
Lee’s 1863 Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.), when he and his men 
circled the Union army and made a crushing flank attack on the sec- 
ond day’s battle, driving the Yankee lines back on the river. Going 
forward with several staff officers in the dusk to reconnoiter enemy 
positions for the next day’s attack, Jackson was mistakenly shot 
down as he returned to Confederate lines. Losing his left arm, Jack- 
son seemed mending well when he suddenly took ill from pneumo- 
nia and died at Guiney’s Station on 10 May 1863. It was a loss from 
which Lee and the Army of Northern Virginia never really recovered. 


JENKINS’ FERRY, BATTLE OF. See CAMDEN CAMPAIGN. 


JERUSALEM PLANK ROAD, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, 
SIEGE OF. 


JOHNSON, ANDREW (1808-1875). Born at Raleigh, North Car- 
olina, Andrew Johnson lost his father at an early age and was ap- 
prenticed to a tailor. He became interested in his own education 
through the promptings of a customer and spent the rest of his youth 
and part of his early adulthood learning to read and write, encouraged 
by employers and his wife. He violated the terms of his apprentice- 
ship and was removed to Greenville, Tennessee, in 1827, traveling 
with his mother, for whom he always showed the greatest affection. 
He met and married his wife, Eliza McCardle, the following year. He 
became interested in the problems of his fellow workers and non- 
slaveholding whites in general and ran for alderman, serving three 
terms, and succeeding to the mayoralty of Greenville in 1830. He 
served four terms and was also appointed by the county court to the 
board of supervisors of Rhea Academy. 

Johnson was well liked for his political support of the middle class 
and poor whites in his area, and in the late 1830s was sent to the state 
legislature, where he worked on the new state constitution of 1839. 
He had opposed internal improvements as wildly speculative en- 
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deavors, which cost him a second term, but the Panic of 1837 proved 
him right and he went back to the state legislature, eventually going 
on to the state senate in 1841. In the senate he introduced a much 
scaled-down measure for internal improvements that passed. He 
stood for Congress in 1843 and served the next ten years in the House 
of Representatives as a Jacksonian Democrat (q.v.). He supported re- 
funding a fine imposed on Andrew Jackson earlier for alleged mili- 
tary improprieties, called for the annexation of Texas, favored the 
war measures against Mexico asked by James K. Polk, advanced all 
internal improvements that were national in scope, voted for the 
lower Tariff of 1842, and introduced a homestead bill that failed in 
passage. He spoke out in behalf of Polk’s use of the veto, calling it a 
conservative measure that allowed the president as the only true rep- 
resentative elected by all the voters to delay unwise, hasty, or uncon- 
stitutional legislation until it could be more fully considered by the 
people. It was a position he would adhere to all his life and very Jack- 
sonian in its origins. 

In 1852, Johnson was elected governor of Tennessee, where he 
made many enemies in the slaveholding parts of the state by his ad- 
vocacy of the rights of nonslaveholding whites. He went on to the 
U.S. Senate five years later, a tremendous achievement for a man 
who came to the state penniless and fleeing an apprenticeship. Much 
of his success as a politician was due to his stump-speaking style, 
provocative yet intelligent, but always very personal in his attacks on 
his opponents. While in the U.S. Senate, Johnson reintroduced a 
homestead measure (which failed again) and became an outspoken 
advocate for Union in the sectional conflict that was coming to a 
head. A slaveholder himself by now, Johnson was leery of the con- 
stant abolition petitions sent to Washington and the pamphlets that 
antislave societies wished sent through the mails. He supported the 
Southern Democrats in 1860, but refused to withdraw with his state 
in 1861 after the election of Abraham Lincoln (q.v.)—making him 
the only senator from a seceding state to stay on in Washington. 

Johnson’s uncompromising Unionism made him an instant man of 
importance. As Tennessee was one of the first Southern states to be oc- 
cupied by Union soldiers, Lincoln appointed Johnson as the state’s 
military governor in 1862. His wife and family were still behind Con- 
federate lines, and he was threatened with possible assassination, but 
Johnson went on with the work of running a loyal government without 
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a second thought. His bravery and outspokenness earned him the vice 
presidential slot on the Union Party ticket (a wartime combination of 
Republicans [q.v.] and Northern war-supporting Democrats) during 
the election of 1864 (q.v.) to draw the votes of border states and wa- 
vering Democratic districts in the North. Sick to his stomach at his in- 
augural, Johnson unwisely took some liquor for strength; but he had 
not eaten since the previous day, and the libation caused him to be 
woozy and unfairly accused of drunkenness. Within six weeks, John- 
son would become president as Lincoln fell mortally wounded to John 
Wilkes Booth’s (q.v.) .44-caliber Derringer. 

As the accusations of drunkenness showed, Johnson had (then and 
now) a controversial reputation. Although it was popular a half- 
century ago to portray him as a embattled hero fighting against vin- 
dictive opponents for the good of American democracy, even from 
the first writers on Reconstruction, Johnson has always had his crit- 
ics. He was tactless, egotistical, overly self-confident, a gut fighter on 
the stump, fond of making shocking off-the-cuff statements, a loner, 
and somewhat radical in the sense that he was always outside the 
mainstream of thought in his state and the nation. At first, his un- 
compromising attitude impressed Republicans who wanted a tougher 
peace with the South than the seemingly moderate Lincoln proposed. 
But no sooner did Johnson take office than he began to moderate. 
Historians blame this variously on the influence of Secretary of State 
William H. Seward (q.v.) or the responsibilities of the office. But also 
important was the fact that the rich Southerners, the former slave- 
holders and Johnson’s old political enemies in Tennessee whom he 
had excluded from the political process unless they pled their cases 
individually, came forward and begged his forgiveness. And like 
them, Johnson had little sympathy for black Americans. 

That—the mere act of asking —more than anything else seemed to 
be what Johnson craved most. He forgave them right off. Then these 
men went back home and proceeded to wreck what chance the South 
had to Reconstruct itself, by passing the notorious Black Codes (q.v.) 
proscribing African Americans’ participation as free people; electing 
former Confederate congressmen, generals, and even the Rebel vice 
president to office; and permitting a series of race riots (q.v.) that 
were highly publicized in the North. But Johnson himself had a great 
void in his own Reconstruction thoughts. He was essentially a Dem- 
ocrat, and he had little sympathy for Northern Republicans who 
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needed some guarantee that they would not be swamped by returning 
Southern Democrats in congressional votes and policy making. John- 
son should have known better. Already Congress had indicated to 
President Lincoln that they wanted a voice in Reconstruction with the 
passage of the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.) in 1864. And upon Lincoln’s 
pocket veto of this measure, the legislators had issued a Wade-Davis 
Manifesto (q.v.), warning the executive branch that they would be 
key participants in the future of Reconstruction, or else. 

But Johnson went on to issue his own Reconstruction program, a 
Proclamation for Reconstruction (q.v.) on 29 May 1865, part of 
which recognized the Lincoln-appointed governments in Louisiana, 
Arkansas, and Tennessee. Now Congress was not averse to the pres- 
ident participating in the Reconstruction process —after all, Johnson 
had to act when they were out of session. The thing that did him in 
was his refusal to meet Congress halfway on key measures the Re- 
publicans saw as critical to Southern readmission, like the Freed- 
men’s Bureau renewal, the Civil Rights Act of 1866, and the Four- 
teenth Amendment (qq.v.). People could disagree on the necessity of 
these measures, but Johnson did not merely argue, he shot off his 
mouth in public, at the Washington’s Birthday speech (q.v.), accusing 
the Republican leaders by name of trying to destroy traditional Amer- 
ican government, thereby isolating himself from any reasonable com- 
promise effort. Then he went on the campaign trail, the “Swing 
around the Circle” (q.v.), and spoke out against his opponents in city 
after city. Aware of his tendency to respond to hecklers, Republican 
advance men went around and set up confrontations. Johnson made 
even more intemperate replies, which so alienated the Northern vot- 
ers they returned a veto-proof two-thirds Republican majority to a 
Congress that had already been called into session by its predecessor 
to limit the president’s ability to act in Congress’s traditional absence. 
Reconstruction policy making had been transferred from the execu- 
tive to the legislative branch. 

As Congress sought to limit the president’s power through acts that 
limited his removal of executive appointees and his control of the 
army in the South, and established the Military Reconstruction Acts 
(q.v.), Johnson acted to enforce these measures, but also took care to 
obstruct them within the law (like appointing military commanders in 
the South who were against army control of civilian government). He 
also sought to test the validity of the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.) by 
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dismissing Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.), a deed that 
led directly to his own impeachment (q.v.). The trial was a sloppy 
proceeding, Congress figuring that the Senate would vote on politi- 
cal questions rather than actual accusations. Johnson conducted an 
admirable defense through his lawyers and managed to diffuse a lot 
of animus though moderate appointments and the fear that unpopular 
Republican Senator Benjamin Wade (q.v.) would become president if 
Johnson were convicted. He was sustained as president by one vote. 
Johnson then proceeded to offer himself as a presidential candidate 
for the Democratic Party but was rejected as too much of a liability. 
He retired to Greenville, returning to Washington as a U.S. senator 
when the Democrats took over Tennessee in 1875. Johnson saw his 
swearing in before a body that had tried to convict him eight years 
earlier as a personal vindication. On a trip home in July 1875, he col- 
lapsed and died of multiple strokes. He was buried at Signal Hill out- 
side of Greenville, his body wrapped in the American flag and his 
head resting on a copy of the U.S. Constitution—treasured objects he 
had defended during the Civil War and Reconstruction. 


JOHNSON’S ISLAND (LAKE ERIE). Federal installation that 
housed Confederate prisoners of war. See also PRISONS. 


JOHNSTON, ALBERT SIDNEY (1803-1862). Perhaps no other offi- 
cer had as fine a reputation as that enjoyed by Albert Sidney Johnston 
at the outbreak of the Civil War. Part of it came from the trip he made 
from California after he had resigned his U.S. Army commission. He 
went alone, eluding Union patrols and hostile Native Americans and 
nearly being captured, only to arrive out of nowhere as a hero. Most 
of it came from his modest career that was full of pathos and suffer- 
ing. He was a knight errant, in many ways, straight out of the pages 
of a Sir Walter Scott novel. Nothing could endear him more to the an- 
tebellum Southern heart. 

Johnston was a West Point graduate, friend of Jefferson Davis 
(q.v.), whose life paralleled the Confederate president’s in many 
ways. He lost his wife to illness. He had resigned his commission to 
attend to her. He became a recluse after her death, moved to Texas, 
was secretary of war to the Texas Republic, general of the Texas 
army, and a volunteer in the War with Mexico who saw little action. 
A plantation owner, Johnston finally remarried, and after the admis- 
sion of Texas to the Union, he rejoined the U.S. Army as a paymas- 
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ter. When his friend, Jefferson Davis, became secretary of war under 
the Franklin Pierce (q.v.) administration, Johnston received appoint- 
ment as colonel of the new 2nd Cavalry, a crack regiment, whose sec- 
ond officer was Robert E. Lee (q.v.). Johnston unimaginatively led 
the U.S. forces that fought the Mormon War in 1857-1858. Posted to 
California, Johnston resigned his commission when Texas seceded 
from the Union in early 1861. After he reached Richmond, now- 
President Jefferson Davis sent him to the West to organize an army 
and defensive line. 

Although Johnston was a likeable man, he had various flaws that 
limited his effectiveness in the western theater. He was to a fault gen- 
tle in nature, unable to reprimand subordinates, whom he never 
checked up on to see if they were accomplishing assigned tasks, and 
way too patient with incompetents. He placed too much stock in cav- 
alry raids, at which Confederate plantation and farm boys excelled, 
to keep the enemy off balance to the exclusion of developing a more 
substantial plan, be it offensive or defensive. The result was that 
Nashville was not fortified, Ft. Henry incompletely fortified, and Ft. 
Donelson (qq.v.) not fortified enough. Johnston never realized that 
the reason his inadequate defensive line held up so long was in- 
ternecine bickering among opposing Federal commanders. 

In the spring of 1862, Johnston’s defensive line fell apart when the 
one Federal officer he had so far ignored, Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), 
punched a hole between Bowling Green and Columbus. The fall of 
Ft. Henry and Ft. Donelson sent Johnston into precipitate retreat. He 
could not hold Nashville with the fortifications he had planned but 
left unbuilt. The result was that Johnston gave up all of middle and 
western Tennessee and wound up in Corinth, Mississippi. There he 
received a new second-in-command, the hero of Ft. Sumter and First 
Manassas, Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (qq.v.). With Johnston’s permis- 
sion, Beauregard reorganized the western forces into a real army, 
with brigades, divisions, and corps. It was Beauregard who devel- 
oped the attack at Shiloh Church (q.v.), designed to crush Grant’s 
army before he could be joined by Bvt. Maj. Gen. Don Carlos Buell’s 
(q.v.) men and outnumber the army at Corinth. At the battle, Johnston 
acted with his usual consummate bravery on the field, but not as 
overall commander. Rather, he engaged in frontline reconnaissance 
and directed regiments and brigades under fire, just like any ordinary 
staff officer. It was in this capacity that he closed in on the fighting at 
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the Hornet’s Nest, received a wound, the severity of which was con- 
cealed by his boot, and bled to death leading his men on. His death, 
which the Confederacy so mourned, allowed him to die like a hero, a 
luckless knight errant to the end. 


JOHNSTON, JOSEPH E. (1807-1891). Born in Virginia, Joseph E. 
Johnston received an exceptional education for his day and graduated 
thirteenth out of forty-six in the same West Point class of 1829 that 
saw Robert E. Lee (q.v.) matriculate second. He fought in the Black 
Hawk War before resigning his commission to become a civil engi- 
neer in Florida. He returned to the army a year later and fought in the 
Seminole War and became a topographical engineer. Johnston served 
with Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.) in the War with Mexico, 
where he was wounded five times and received three brevets. He 
served as inspector general for the Mormon War and then was made 
quartermaster general of the army. 

He resigned his commission when Virginia left the Union and was 
placed in charge of Virginia troops at Harpers Ferry as brigadier gen- 
eral. In this capacity he transferred his men to the battlefield of First 
Manassas (q.v.) in time to assist materially in the Confederate victory 
there. On 13 August 1861, Johnston was promoted to full general, 
ranking fourth on the seniority list. The appointment caused a rift be- 
tween Johnston and President Jefferson Davis (q.v.), because John- 
ston had been the senior brigadier general before. 

Withdrawing from the vicinity of Washington before superior Fed- 
eral numbers could overwhelm him, Johnston moved his men to op- 
pose the Federal attack during the Peninsula Campaign (q.v.). Seeing 
an opportunity to strike a portion of the Federal army before Rich- 
mond, Johnston led the attack only to fall seriously wounded. He re- 
joined the army in late 1862 to be placed in charge of the West, the 
armies of Gen. Braxton Bragg and John C. Pemberton (qq.v.). But 
with the continued opposition of President Davis and foot-dragging 
by Davis’s old friends Bragg and Pemberton, Johnston could not ef- 
fect any cooperation between his forces and saw them go down to de- 
feat after defeat in the Battle of Stones’ River, the Siege of Vicksburg, 
and the Battle of Chattanooga (qq.v.). Only the Battle of Chicka- 
mauga (q.v.) stood out as an exception. 

No longer able to keep his friend Bragg in command, Davis 
yielded to reality and placed Johnston over the Army of Tennessee 
for the Atlanta Campaign (q.v.). Johnston skillfully (or incompe- 
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tently, depending upon one’s point of view) fought a delaying retreat 
against Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s (q.v.) advancing army, 
which outnumbered him greatly. But the constant withdrawals and 
the botching of a possible counterattack opportunity at Cassville led 
President Davis to order Johnston’s removal from command. 

After Gen. John B. Hood (q.v.) destroyed the Army of Tennessee 
in a disastrous series of attacks at Atlanta and Nashville, Davis 
yielded once again, and appointed Johnston to take over the remnants 
in South Carolina in January 1865. Johnston employed his usual mas- 
terful delaying tactics until after the surrender of Robert E. Lee in 
Virginia. Then he and his opponent, Sherman, negotiated a surrender 
of Johnston’s army. Using the terms given Lee at Appomattox (q.v.), 
he and Sherman also wrote in certain political expedients permitting 
Confederate state governments to meet and repudiate secession. The 
Union government in the person of Secretary of War Edwin McM. 
Stanton (q.v.) repudiated this cartel and Johnston and Sherman had to 
renegotiate on the basis of Appomattox alone. Johnston surrendered 
his men at Durham Station (q.v.) on 26 April, even though President 
Davis had ordered him to fight on. 

After the war, Johnston worked in private business in Richmond 
and Savannah. He returned to Richmond and ran for Congress, serv- 
ing from 1879 to 1881. He was also the federal railroad commis- 
sioner for President Grover Cleveland. Johnston returned again to 
Richmond, went into insurance, and wrote his account of the war, 
Narrative of Military Operations. He died in 1891 of pneumonia con- 
tracted as he stood bareheaded during the funeral of his old foe, 
William T. Sherman. 


JOINT COMMITTEE OF FIFTEEN ON RECONSTRUCTION. 
Formed in December 1865 to investigate conditions in the former 
Confederate states and recommend a program to ensure their loyalty 
and readmission to the Union, the Joint Committee of Fifteen on Re- 
construction was the body that created both Moderate Republican 
Reconstruction (renewal of the Freedmen’s Bureau Act, creation of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1866, and the Fourteenth Amendment) and 
Radical Republican Reconstruction (the four Military Reconstruction 
Acts) (qq.v.). 

The first act of the committee was to investigate the conditions in 
the South. The purpose was to show that the South remained unre- 
pentant in the face of President Andrew Johnson’s Reconstruction 
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program (qq.v.), which had already been completed and had sent rep- 
resentatives to Washington. These men, collectively referred to as the 
“Confederate Brigadiers” (q.v.), had already been refused seats on 
the floor of Congress, pending the investigation. The report of the 
committee was presented in four parts (part 1 was an intensive look 
at Tennessee; part 2 concerned itself with Virginia and the Carolinas; 
part 3 focused on Georgia, Mississippi, Alabama, and Arkansas; and 
part 4 examined Florida, Louisiana, and Texas) with a general report 
added. The committee’s conclusions were that the Confederacy was 
a disorganized community lacking civil governments or constitutions 
or any proper relations with the United States beyond that of military 
conquest, that Congress could not recognize any group of represen- 
tatives from that area, and that Congress would have to revamp con- 
ditions in the South to ensure the civil rights of all persons, equality 
of representation, the purging of all conditions of rebellion and the 
holding of office by the perpetrators of secession, and the right of suf- 
frage to all loyal persons. 

The committee then proceeded to recommend several measures to 
Congress that made up Moderate Republican Reconstruction. Their 
go-between was Moderate Republican Senator Lyman Trumbull 
(q.v.) of Illinois, who somehow got the impression that President 
Johnson would be reasonable and work with Congress in developing 
a new program. Instead, Johnson met Congress head on, asserting 
that he would act by executive proclamation and the Congress should 
merely endorse his plan. Besides, Johnson maintained that the mea- 
sures proposed by Congress at the recommendation of the Joint Com- 
mittee were blatantly unconstitutional as they would upset the federal 
system and interfere with prerogatives normally left to the states un- 
der the Constitution. 

At first Congress wondered if the president might not have a good 
case. They upheld his veto of the renewal of the Freedmen’s Bureau 
Bill. But when Johnson got personal in his invective at the Washing- 
ton’s Birthday speech (q.v.), Congress reconsidered its position. It 
then repassed the Freedmen’s Bureau Act, added the Civil Rights Act 
of 1866, and wrapped its whole program up in the proposed Four- 
teenth Amendment to the Constitution, all products of the Joint Com- 
mittee. When only Tennessee approved of the Amendment, Congress 
readmitted it to the Union and, reinforced by overwhelming Repub- 
lican victories in the 1866 congressional elections, brought forth Mil- 
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itary Reconstruction to coerce the South into the “proper” course of 
action. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR. On 21 
October 1861, Col. Edward Baker, a personal favorite and friend of 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) and prominent Republican (q.v.), 
was killed leading his brigade across the Potomac River north of 
Washington on an assault of Ball’s Bluff. The place was of little mil- 
itary value, and the Union column was ambushed by Confederate 
troops who decimated the Yankee formations, taking nearly 1,000 
prisoners. Because of Baker’s political connections, Congress imme- 
diately organized the Joint (i.e., both House and Senate members) 
Committee on the Conduct of the War. The committee was to inves- 
tigate what was wrong with the Union war effort, which had failed to 
achieve much by the end of 1861. 

In reality, Ball’s Bluff was but an excuse for Radical Republicans 
(q.v.) to look into the political backgrounds of select Union generals. 
The Republicans noted that most of the top-ranking officers in the 
army seemed to be Democrats (q.v.). They especially wanted to know 
why officers did not hold Republican notions of the war as an oppor- 
tunity to end slavery. Slow moving, incompetent officers were such 
because they lacked ideological underpinnings of dedication to Re- 
publican antislavery (q.v.) principles. At least that is what the com- 
mittee thought. The only general whom they liked initially was John 
Charles Frémont (q.v.), the first Republican presidential candidate in 
1856 and whose pronouncements freeing slaves in Missouri had been 
overridden by Lincoln. 

Comprised of Senators Benjamin Wade of Ohio, Zachariah Chan- 
dler of Michigan, and Andrew Johnson of Tennessee (qq.v.) and four 
House members, George W. Julian, John Covode, Daniel Gough, and 
Moses Odell (all Republicans but Johnson), the committee got right 
to work when it attacked Baker’s division commander, Maj. Gen. 
Charles Stone. The committee had him arrested and held without 
charges for 189 days. Released finally in late 1862, he never received 
another assignment of value, even though his qualifications were 
lauded by Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). He was rumored to have 
committed treason by informing Rebels of Baker’s attack in advance. 

But Stone was merely the first officer to run afoul of the commit- 
tee. Most officers unwisely treated the committeemen as meddlers. 
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What the committee really signified was the need of politicians in a 
democratic nation to have to explain their war policy and why their 
soldiers were not winning. It was a natural response of men who had 
to stand for election and could not patiently wait for results from gen- 
erals who were not in a hurry. 

To gain information (one of their early targets was the flashy Maj. 
Gen. George B. McClellan [q.v.], a Democrat) they would go to the 
old-time generals who McClellan’s smart-aleck young generals (men 
such as Stone and Fitz John Porter [q.v.]) had replaced and ask for in- 
side information. They got it. McClellan’s men refused to talk before 
the committee, indicating to the politicians they had incompetence to 
hide. Civilian appointees were especially eager to spill the beans, or 
even lie, on anything to save their lucrative government jobs. The 
committee kept lists of who knew whom and who would cave in to 
pressure. 

McClellan refused to put up with such shenanigans. But Grant 
knew better and could permit this kind of interference. Of course, 
Grant was winning, and McClellan was not, so the committee’s atti- 
tude varied greatly between the two men. In no other American war 
has a committee of Congress tried to control so much, right down to 
military personnel changes. The committee came to grasp strategy, 
but it never understood tactics. Its meddling was the price of getting 
the people’s support through their representatives for an often con- 
fusing war. 


JOMINI, ANTOINE HENRI DE, BARON (1779-1869). There are 
many who claim that the American Civil War had no real military 
theory, that the movement of the soldiers was little more than the 
movement of armed mobs. This is more sarcasm than truth. What 
military theory existed as far as the American soldier was concerned 
centered around a French writer, the Baron Antoine Henri de Jomini. 
Born in Switzerland, Jomini’s early writing attracted the notice of 
Napoléon I. Napoléon gave him rank and told him to write more. 
When things started going bad for the French empire in 1813, Jomini 
went over to the tsar of Russia. Jomini penned some twenty-seven 
volumes of military history and theory, the most important of which 
was his 1838 volume, Summary of the Art of War. 

But Jomini never forgot Napoléon, whom he idolized in actuality 
and in print. Because French was the foreign language studied at the 
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U.S. Military Academy, and everyone lauded Napoléon as the perfect 
general, and to read Jomini was to study Napoléon, the Summary be- 
came a much read, much discussed book in the antebellum military 
community of the United States. Few if any had heard of the Prus- 
sian Karl von Clausewitz, much less read him. Indeed, Jomini’s Sum- 
mary was translated into English, and many American theorists based 
their thoughts on Napoléon by way of Jomini. Among these were 
Henry W. Halleck’s (q.v.) Elements of Military Art and Science 
(1846), the most outright plagiarism of Jomini; Dennis Hart Mahan’s 
Outpost (1848); and William J. Hardee’s Rifle and Light Infantry Tac- 
tics (1855), perhaps the most popular of these works. 

Jomini affected American military thinking in four ways. First, he 
believed that a commander ought to concentrate his effort against the 
enemy in successive theaters of war. No multiple offenses for Jomini. 
Second, the commander ought to maneuver his collected forces 
against fractions of the enemy. Third, the commander ought to ma- 
neuver his forces to strike the enemy at a decisive point. Fourth, the 
commander ought to maneuver his forces into battle speedily, to- 
gether, and simultaneously. 

There was nothing too amazing about this. It was pretty much 
common sense. Southern cavalry leader Nathan Bedford Forrest 
(q.v.), who had never heard of Jomini and could barely read anyhow, 
would summarize Jomini in one terse sentence: get there first with 
the most. But Jomini went further than that. He provided a dozen set- 
piece battle diagrams that if followed by a commander would al- 
legedly lead to victory. He opposed all entrenchments and fortifica- 
tions. He believed that if a commander could control three sides of a 
rectangular theater of operations, within which were other rectangles 
labeled base zone, zone of operations, supply lines, and so on, he 
would win the day. Above all, Jomini believed that war was for pro- 
fessional soldiers. Civilians ought to mind their own business and 
butt out. He believed the involvement of civilians in war was what 
led to the excesses of the Napoleonic and French revolutionary wars. 

The primary objective for a commander was maneuver, not fight- 
ing. The ideal battle would have lots of maneuver and very little com- 
bat, which made Maj. Gen. William S. Rosecrans’s (q.v.) Tullahoma 
maneuvers during the Chattanooga Campaign (q.v.) a Civil War mil- 
itary masterpiece. Under Jomini, war became in effect a massive 
quadrille. This is what caused so many of the problems of the Civil 
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War. The generals were fighting a set-piece gentlemen’s war, accord- 
ing to Jomini, trying to take each other’s capital. But the actual war 
is the first of the modern conflicts of the nineteenth century, and the 
politicians were playing for keeps. They wanted the destruction of the 
enemy and his civilian and military capabilities. As French Prime 
Minister Georges Clemenceau was supposed to have said in World 
War I: “War is too important to be left to the generals.” 


JONESBORO, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


JUBILEE, DAY OF. Tradition has the slaves called in by their masters 
at the end of the war and told of emancipation (q.v.) and what it 
meant. The happy blacks then rolled their eyes, cried hosannas to 
heaven, and began to cry and dance for joy. The suggestion was that 
they were childlike beings who would never make it on their own. Of 
course, the problem is that the reaction to emancipation was not de- 
scribed by blacks but by whites. Most of the slaves were illiterate (a 
condition enforced by law) and what they felt was not told until years 
later—then again often to white men of the Works Progress Admin- 
istration interviewing them during the New Deal. Far from freedom 
meaning a release from work, blacks knew that now they had a 
chance to work for themselves. It had become worthwhile to labor. 
But soon a new reality hit them, very hard. With the assistance of the 
federal Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.), they had to sign annual contracts 
that gave them a portion of the crop but required them to labor in the 
fields as before. About the only change the average field hand man- 
aged to negotiate was the right to work his own piece of rented land 
like an independent farmer—so long as he raised the cotton necessary 
to pay off the owner for the loans in food, seeds, equipment, clothing, 
and shelter at the end of the year. No reason for the freed men and 
women to cheer, and indeed, few said that they did. 


JULIAN, GEORGE W. (1817-1899). Born in a log cabin in Wayne 
County, Indiana, George W. Julian came from a Huguenot back- 
ground (his real family name being St. Julien). His father died when 
the boy was six, and his mother raised the family. Julian had a com- 
mon school education and read law, practicing his profession in 
northeastern Indiana. In 1845, he was elected to the state legislature 
as a Whig (q.v.), but voted with the Democrats (q.v.) against repudi- 
ation of state canal bonds. He also began to speak out and write news- 
paper pieces attacking slavery. Julian ran for Congress as a Free- 
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Soiler and was elected in 1848 and voted against the Compromise of 
1850 (q.v.). In 1852, he ran as vice president on the Free-Soil ticket. 
By 1854, Julian was in the lead organizing the Republican Party 
(q.v.) and actively supported the John Charles Frémont (q.v.) ticket in 
1856. Four years later he was elected to Congress, where, upon the 
outbreak of war, he urged the abolition of all slavery as a war mea- 
sure and was instrumental in the passage of the Homestead Act (q.v.) 
in 1862. Although he was disappointed in the hesitancy of President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) to emancipate the slaves and impose harsher 
conditions on the wartime Reconstruction of the South, Julian never 
broke with the chief executive as so many other Radicals (q.v.) did in 
1864. 

Upon Lincoln’s assassination, Julian called for harsh punishment 
of Southerners, particularly through land confiscation and the grant 
of land (the Southern Homestead Act [q.v.]) and suffrage to the freed- 
men (he also proposed a constitutional amendment granting the vote 
to women). He was one of the committee of seven that prepared the 
impeachment (q.v.) charges against President Andrew Johnson (q.v.). 
But the waning of radicalism upon the president’s acquittal caught 
Julian full force and he failed to achieve renomination in 1870. He 
was a Liberal Republican (q.v.) in 1872 and became a lifelong cham- 
pion of various reforms. He supported the Democrats in 1876 and 
was made surveyor general for the Territory of New Mexico, during 
which time he uncovered many frauds. He supported the Gold Dem- 
ocrats in 1896, published his political philosophy and speeches and a 
biography of Joshua R. Giddings, an early abolitionist (q.v.). He died 
at his Indiana home at the end of the century, ever the principled ide- 
alist and an anathema to regular party politicians. 


JUNETEENTH. A traditional day of freedom from slavery celebrated 
by blacks in Texas and the great Southwest on 19 June, or Juneteenth. 
The day came from the freedom order Bvt. Maj. Gen. Gordon 
Granger issued when he took command of the District of Texas and 
his army occupied Galveston in 1865. 


-K-— 


KANE, GEORGE P. See BALTIMORE PLOT. 
“KANSAS, CRIME AGAINST.” See SUMNER, CHARLES. 
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KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER WARS. By the time of the passage 
of the Kansas-Nebraska Act in 1854 (q.v.), President Franklin Pierce 
(q.v.) believed that the issue of slavery in the territories had been laid 
to rest, permanently. He figured that popular sovereignty (q.v.) would 
transfer slavery out of Congress and into the territories, away from 
Washington. But in signing the Kansas-Nebraska Act, he failed to 
reckon with Northern public opinion. Rather than quieting the issue 
of slavery in the territories, the Kansas-Nebraska Act raised it to new 
heights. Very little was thought of Nebraska. Everyone was centered 
on Kansas and what happened there. Only in Kansas could the North 
defeat what it perceived to be a proslave plot to take over the whole 
West. 

Part of the problem was that Kansas was not just a proslave versus 
Free-Soil fight. Whoever controlled the new territorial government 
would have the power to assign land grants to railroads, issue busi- 
ness licenses, and help a select group of people secure high profits. 
No one would have legal title until all landownership was registered. 
This had yet to be done. So force was often used for other than 
proslave or Free-Soil reasons. But that is not what people back East 
heard. Sooner or later, everything came down to a common denomi- 
nator—slavery or freedom. 

The problem was exacerbated for several reasons. There were poor 
communications between the West and the East. The frontier was by 
its very nature lawless. Government appointees were generally men 
of lesser character, men who had lost elections back East or minor 
political hacks out for the almighty dollar. And finally, the army was 
distracted from Kansas issues by the incessant Indian wars of the 
decade that stretched from Kansas to Oregon. 

Trying to diffuse the issue, President Pierce appointed Andrew 
Reeder of Ohio as the first territorial governor. He was avowedly soft 
on the slavery issue. Northerners, irritated until now, applauded the 
move, but Southerners saw it as a double cross. Reeder immediately 
began to sell large blocks of Native American lands at public auction. 
He built a new capital for Kansas in the middle of these lands called 
Pawnee City. It turned out that one of the largest speculators was the 
governor himself. Reeder also discovered that Yankees paid a higher 
price for smaller lots than Southerners. So Reeder declared himself a 
Free-Soiler. He spread false and exaggerated stories of Southern vio- 
lence. Powerful Senator David Atchison of Missouri (and acting vice 
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president of the United States) demanded Reeder’s head. Reeder 
went to Washington to defend himself. 

Pierce wanted to walk down the middle again. So he validated 
Reeder’s actions to appease the North and tried to get Reeder to re- 
sign to appease the South. But Reeder refused and went back to 
Kansas to find that the territorial legislature had abandoned Pawnee 
City and moved east to Shawnee Mission. Reeder ordered them to go 
back to his capital. The legislature refused. Reeder promised to veto 
any and all legislation until they did. At the suggestion of Secretary 
of War Jefferson Davis (q.v.) of Mississippi, Pierce fired Reeder. 

Reeder’s replacement was another northerner lukewarm on Free- 
Soilers, Wilson Shannon. Shannon declared the legislature to have 
been falsely elected by the Border Ruffians, proslavery men who had 
crossed from Missouri, and, with the help of the army, managed to se- 
cure a truce between all sides. But the Free-Soilers decided to elect 
their own legislature at Topeka, without Southern involvement. They 
elected Charles Robinson as governor, sent Reeder to Congress as ter- 
ritorial delegate, and petitioned for statehood under a Free-Soil con- 
stitution. Finally, the Topeka government enrolled its own militia un- 
der James H. Lane. President Pierce called all of this treason and 
asked the army to suppress all “irregular combinations” on both sides. 

The result was called the Wakarusa War, begun in November 1855. 
The incident that triggered the war was a proslave man shooting a 
Free-Soiler for illegally cutting timber on the Southerner’s land. The 
proslave sheriff, Samuel J. Jones, arrested the Northern man, who 
promptly escaped. As a former Missourian, Jones asked for volun- 
teers from his home state. Eight hundred armed men responded. The 
Topeka men called up their own militia. Governor Shannon called up 
the territorial militia he controlled, mainly Southerners. Then Shan- 
non realized that war was imminent and rushed to the banks of the 
Wakarusa River to quell it before the shooting started. 

In a meeting with Lane and Robinson, Shannon declared that he 
had not asked for Missouri’s help. Sheriff Jones agreed to send them 
home, aided by winter weather and the drunkenness of the volun- 
teers. What the Wakarusa War showed was that Pierce’s desire to rely 
on civilian posses would not work. Only the army could bring peace 
to Kansas. 

By April 1856, the proslave men had had enough of organized 
Yankee emigration. With the backing of Jefferson Buford and 600 
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Alabama volunteers who had recently arrived, Judge Samuel D. 
Lecompte had asked the grand jury to indict members of the Free- 
Soil governments for high treason. Sheriff Jones had been ambushed 
outside of Lawrence when he arrested a half-dozen Free-Soilers. Bu- 
ford, Jones, and more Missouri volunteers joined the Alabama men 
and invaded Lawrence, the center of Free-Soil sentiment. There they 
destroyed several businesses, “Governor” Robinson’s house, and the 
Free State Hotel. Free-Soil leaders escaped the mob by fleeing into 
the hills. 

In the North this was called the “Rape of Lawrence.” It inspired the 
U.S. senator from Massachusetts, Charles Sumner (q.v.), to make a 
speech he called “The Crime against Kansas.” In it he attacked South- 
erners in general, and Andrew P. Butler of South Carolina by name, for 
being lovers of the harlot of slavery. That imagery was a mite rough for 
those Victorian days. Since Butler was absent and unable to defend 
himself, his nephew, South Carolina congressman Preston Brooks, ac- 
costed Sumner on the floor of the Senate and beat him unmercifully 
with his walking stick until it broke over Sumner’s bleeding head. 

The North was outraged by Brooks’s action. The South was thrilled. 
When Southerners heard that Brooks had lost his cane, they sent him 
new ones from all over the South, some with slogans such as “Hit Him 
Again” embossed on their shafts. Brooks resigned his seat to be re- 
turned without opposition. Sumner went into years of seclusion and 
medical treatment, much of it more painful than the beating he took. 
The Massachusetts legislature reelected him in absentia. “The Vacant 
Chair of Sumner” became a token of sectional discord. 

Meanwhile, as the South lauded Brooks’s chastisement of Sumner, 
the Free-Soilers struck in Kansas. Led by an uncompromising aboli- 
tionist, John Brown (qq.v.), eight men visited seven alleged South- 
erners and hacked them to death in the “Pottawatomie Massacre” on 
24 May 1856. In response, Judge Lecompte had the U.S. Army arrest 
the whole Topeka government. Pierce had the ineffectual Governor 
Shannon replaced by a new man, John Geary (q.v.) of Pennsylvania, 
who had been working mines in western Virginia with slave labor. 
Geary called in the army to keep everyone apart and asked that Judge 
Lecompte be replaced. But Lecompte refused to step down or release 
the Topeka government leaders. Eventually, no one showed up to tes- 
tify against them, so the whole case became moot, and a bitter Judge 
Lecompte had to release them. 
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It was painfully obvious that popular sovereignty was not working. 
Its cardinal principle was no federal intervention, but the army and 
Pierce’s appointment of Geary were all that kept the peace. The Free- 
Soilers skillfully had manipulated the myths and rumors of a shoot- 
ing war to fix the image of “Bleeding Kansas” indelibly in American 
history. Everything, from the Rape of Lawrence to the Wakarusa War, 
had been blamed on Pierce and the Missouri Border Ruffians. The 
Pierce administration was doomed to be limited to one term. 


KANSAS-NEBRASKA ACT. Two things began the Kansas-Nebraska 
Act, the idea of a transcontinental railroad and politics. With the 1849 
Gold Rush to California, followed by California statehood as part of 
the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), and the fact that it took four and a 
half months to get to California from the East Coast, a clamor arose 
to connect the far West with the center of American population east 
of the Mississippi. The technological star of the age was the railroad, 
but railroads were expensive to build and needed customers to make 
them economically viable. But few people lived beyond the ninety- 
fifth meridian, where the Missouri River turns north at Kansas City. 
And until one reached the California gold fields, the land was known 
as the Great American Desert. But the railroad project was so impor- 
tant that something special had to be done to get it going. It needed 
the support of the American taxpayer through the federal government 
in Washington. But the project was so expensive that the government 
could finance only one route. 

There were four likely starting points for the rails west: Chicago, 
St. Louis, Memphis, and New Orleans. The army had surveyed all 
four routes and reported the obvious: the only all-weather routes were 
the routes to the south, and the farther south, the better. Since St. 
Louis was too steamboat-oriented to care and Memphis was too 
small, the real choice lay between Chicago and New Orleans. Sec- 
tional politics (North versus South) came quickly to the fore. 

Politically, the Whigs (q.v.) had the strongest political position in 
1853, but their potential had been gutted by the slavery issue, divid- 
ing North from South within the party. The Democrats (q.v.) took the 
election of 1852 (q.v.), installing Franklin Pierce (q.v.) in the presi- 
dency, but they had had to rely on Southern Whigs to do it. They, too, 
had political divisions, especially in the North—New York and New 
England. As if to show how tenuous any political alliance was, three 
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Free-Soil Party men had been elected in 1848: Salmon P. Chase 
(q.v.), John P. Hale, and Charles Sumner (q.v.). They were up for re- 
election in 1854 and needed a hot issue to run on. 

Politicians of all stripes were confused as to their political roles in 
the early 1850s, knocked off course by the slavery issue. Any legis- 
lation that might bring on the certainty of new alignments would be 
seized upon, and the railroad west offered just such an opportunity 
for all sides. 

The man who wished to see New Orleans win the railroad race was 
Jefferson Davis (q.v.), Pierce’s secretary of war and chief advisor. 
The South had one great advantage over the North. Texas had more 
population farther west than any other state. Davis saw to it that the 
Southern route was enhanced when James Gadsden of Alabama ne- 
gotiated the Gadsden Purchase from Mexico in 1854, securing all the 
excellent potential rail territory south of the Gila River. 

The man who wished to see Chicago win the railroad contest was 
Illinois U.S. Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.). He needed to negate 
the Texas population advantage by encouraging people to move onto 
the Great Plains west of Kansas City. In 1854 he proposed a new ter- 
ritorial government be set up to accomplish just that. He called his 
new territory Nebraska (present-day Kansas and Nebraska). The 
measure failed to pass over heated Southern opposition. 

Now in the Senate there were Southerners not averse to rails going 
out of Chicago, if Douglas were willing to pay a price for his victory. 
That price was the Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.) on slavery in the ter- 
ritories, now given the flashy name “popular sovereignty” (q.v.). It 
essentially opened all territories to exploitation by slaveholder and 
nonslaveholder until a territory applied for statehood. At that point, 
in the constitutional convention for the new proposed state, and only 
then, the slavery issue would be decided. Congress then would accept 
the “voice of the people” and admit the new state with or without 
slavery as its convention had already voted. 

In 1854, Douglas and Pierce needed four votes to pass a Nebraska 
Act and more to get the Gadsden Purchase treaty confirmed in the 
Senate. These four votes (all Southern) included Senator David 
Atchison, president pro tem of the Senate and acting vice president 
of the United States. Atchison wanted a slave territory on Missouri’s 
western border. He also promised that no legislation would pass un- 
til this was done. Douglas, chairman of the committee on territories, 
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caved in. He rewrote his Nebraska Bill to provide for two territories, 
Kansas directly west of Missouri, and Nebraska west of Iowa and 
Minnesota. After much dickering, Atchison obtained the open repeal 
of the Missouri Compromise (q.v.) (no 36°30” line dividing slave ter- 
ritory from free territory), and the installation of popular sovereignty 
(no vote on slavery until the territories applied for statehood). 

The Kansas-Nebraska Act passed both houses of Congress, with 
Pierce cracking the patronage whip. Atchison got the Democratic 
Party he wanted, minus New England supporters of Martin Van Bu- 
ren. Southern Whigs began the process of becoming Democrats, al- 
though it would take the results of the Civil War and Reconstruction 
to make a real one-party South, and the Gadsden Purchase confirma- 
tion soon followed. The Northern Whigs, the New England Demo- 
crats, and the Free-Soil men formed the Republican Party (q.v.). 

Douglas (who had been overlooked after Atchison took over the 
bill) was the only one, seemingly, who understood that popular sov- 
ereignty still had lies deep within it. No matter when the popular vote 
was taken, in territorial stages or as the territory became a state, anti- 
slave Northerners and immigrants would always move west faster 
than Southerners encumbered by slaves. And slavery probably had 
reached the limits of its expansion, as determined by geography. One 
could not grow cotton on the plains. So Douglas played on his clev- 
erness to look proslave nationally in Washington and antislave lo- 
cally in Illinois, until another Illinois politician revealed his duplicity 
in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates (q.v.) in 1858. 


KANSAS SETTLEMENT (1856-1861). President James Buchanan 
(q.v.) had won his office by standing for popular sovereignty (q.v.). Es- 
sentially, this meant that the federal government was to stay clear of the 
political problems brought on by the issue of slavery in the territories 
and permit the people in the territories to settle the problem on their 
own. But this settlement was to come only when the territory in ques- 
tion was ready to draw up a proposed state constitution. At that point, 
in the state constitutional convention, the decision on slavery would be 
made. The convention could vote to come into the Union as a Free 
State or a slave state. But prior to that, while an area was still a terri- 
tory, slavery was to be allowed under the Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.). 

What the Republicans (q.v.) wanted was for Buchanan to violate 
popular sovereignty. Thus, their 1856 party platform railed against 
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the twin evils of slavery and polygamy in the territories. It was a trap. 
Republicans wanted Buchanan to subdue the rebellious Mormons in 
Utah Territory and refuse to interfere against his proslave Southern 
allies in Kansas. Buchanan fell into the snare wonderfully. The result 
was the Mormon War (q.v.) in Utah and the final Kansas Settlement. 

Unlike his predecessor, Franklin Pierce (q.v.), Buchanan realized 
that his Kansas political appointees had to be top-notch men. For ter- 
ritorial governor in Kansas, Buchanan chose Robert Walker, an old- 
time Democratic politician who had served as secretary of the treas- 
ury under President James K. Polk. Walker was New York born, but 
had spent most of his adult life as a Mississippi planter. He was a 
strong supporter of popular sovereignty. Walker was at first unwill- 
ing to accept the job, but Buchanan pointed out the job’s importance, 
Walker’s friendliness with all Democrats, especially Senator Stephen 
A. Douglas (q.v.) of Illinois, and his administrative experience. 

To support Walker, Buchanan had the army send out Brig. Gen. 
William S. Harney. A veteran of wars against the Seminoles in 
Florida and the Mexicans, during which he had hanged American 
traitors who had joined the Mexican army, Harney was a no-nonsense 
officer who would do whatever had to be done in Kansas. He had 
1,500 soldiers under his command, but the Mormon War soon cut that 
substantially. Along with Walker and Harney, Buchanan kept the con- 
troversial proslave Judge Samuel Lecompte on the bench as a sop to 
Southerners. 

But Walker had an ace up his sleeve. He was to combine popular 
sovereignty with a substantial land deal to, in effect, buy a Kansas 
settlement. Traditionally, any territory received a substantial grant of 
federal land within its boundaries when it achieved statehood. Kansas 
was to received double the usual amount. The appeal of this to spec- 
ulators, especially in railroads, was obvious. Unfortunately, Walker 
found that the land scheme was not going to work. He and Buchanan 
had overestimated the powers of greed and self-interest. Kansas 
Democrats resented Washington Democrats telling them what to do. 
Free-Soilers were not about to fold the principle that brought them to 
Kansas for land speculation. 

Changing his tack, Walker did his best to be neutral. He went to the 
Free-Soilers and asked them to hold off resubmitting the Free-Soil 
Topeka Constitution. He also got them to pledge to submit any clause 
on slavery to the people separately from the constitution itself. When 
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the new constitutional convention met at Lecompton, Walker found 
himself greatly embarrassed. The Free-Soilers had refused to vote (they 
just could not bear to trust a Mississippian, as they saw Walker), and the 
members were all anti-Walker Democrats. The result was a proslave 
state constitution. Then the convention sent the document to Washing- 
ton without submitting it to a vote of Kansas residents. 

The committee on territories in Congress realized that this could 
not be. It sent the Lecompton Constitution back to Kansas. The doc- 
ument was to be voted on with or without slavery. Any slaves already 
in Kansas were to remain slaves for life, unless freed by their own- 
ers. On 21 December 1857, the Lecompton Constitution passed over- 
whelmingly with the slavery provision. Again, the Free-Soilers had 
refused to vote at all. Southerners were cheered by this rejection of 
Free-Soil doctrine. But Walker refused to acquiesce in the vote. He 
went to Washington and fought against Congress’s accepting the 
slave state of Kansas. 

Walker’s insistence on a full vote on any constitution convinced 
Free-Soilers all over the North of his innate fairness. This slaveholder 
became the antislave hero of the hour. Buchanan was outraged at 
Walker’s stance. He wanted any constitution and statehood fast, to 
get rid of this divisive issue and get on with other business. It was not 
his fault that the Free-Soilers refused to vote. Kansas should become 
a slave state, and Buchanan told Congress so. Party loyalty demanded 
a vote for Lecompton, Buchanan said. Walker said that Buchanan 
was acting undemocratically and not following the intent of popular 
sovereignty and resigned in a huff. Buchanan replaced Walker with 
James W. Denver, who had been commissioner of Indian affairs in 
Kansas and acting governor in Walker’s absence. 

But Walker was not the only Democrat to break with Buchanan 
over the legality of the Lecompton Constitution. Stephen A. Douglas 
realized that Lecompton had to be stopped. He especially railed 
against its inherent unfairness in passage and the fact that blacks al- 
ready enslaved would not be freed no matter what passed, pro- or an- 
tislave. He knew that if he backed Lecompton, he would lose the 
1858 senatorial election. Buchanan struck back, refusing to give him 
patronage traditionally due a senator. Stand by the party, Buchanan 
ordered. “Mr. President,” Douglas said, “Andrew Jackson is dead.” 
To another commentator, Douglas growled, “By God, sir, I made Mr. 
James Buchanan, and by God, sir, I will unmake him.” 
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Meanwhile, in Kansas the Republican-dominated state legislature 
called for another referendum on the Lecompton Constitution. This 
time the Free-Soilers voted and the Lecompton Constitution was 
overwhelmingly defeated, Democrats refusing to vote. But if the two 
elections were added together, the vote was 11,000 against the 
Lecompton Constitution and 6,000 for. It was obvious to all in an 
honest, fair vote that Kansas should be admitted as a Free State. But 
Buchanan refused to give in. He proposed that Kansas be admitted 
under the Lecompton Constitution as a slave state. Then another vote 
could be taken on slavery. Douglas and the Northern Democrats who 
stood with him, now called anti-Lecompton Democrats, refused. 
They wanted a free Kansas, as did the people of Kansas, and to act 
otherwise was to invite irreparable losses up north in the 1858 con- 
gressional battles. 

Buchanan acted once more to save the Lecompton Constitution, 
his obstinacy becoming fairly unbearable. Acting through Congress- 
man Alexander Stephens (q.v.) of Georgia, a moderate of sorts who 
was well-liked by Northerners, Buchanan had Representative 
William English of Indiana introduce the English Bill. It proposed 
that Kansas be admitted immediately under Lecompton, providing it 
would accept a much reduced land grant. If Kansas refused to accept 
these terms, statehood would be delayed until Kansas’s population 
reached 93,000, or the number represented by one congressman in 
those days. The problem was that either way, Lecompton was infor- 
mally recognized. Douglas and the anti-Lecompton Democrats al- 
most took this deal, until they realized what a campaign issue it 
would give their Republican opponents in 1858. 

Douglas voted to reject the English Bill, but it passed both houses 
of Congress. Those anti-Lecompton Democrats who voted for the 
English Bill all went down in defeat in 1858. Douglas credited his 
holding on to his Senate seat to his vote against it. Kansas was thus 
rejected for statehood, but a new state convention drew up a new Free 
State constitution that resulted in Kansas becoming a state in 1861, 
after the South had seceded. 


KELLOGG, WILLIAM PITT (1830-1918). The last Reconstruction 
governor of Louisiana, William Pitt Kellogg, was born in Vermont. 
Educated at a local military academy, Kellogg left for Illinois in the 
1840s. There he studied law and was admitted to the bar. He joined 
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the Republican Party (q.v.), was chairman of his county delegation, 
and became a political ally of Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). In 1869, Kel- 
logg was a convention delegate and an elector, voting for Lincoln 
both times. In 1861, Lincoln appointed him chief justice for the Ne- 
braska Territory, but Kellogg took leave to organize a regiment of 
Illinois cavalry. He led them in the Trans-Mississippi theater of war 
for two years, until ill health compelled his resignation. Lincoln then 
appointed him collector for the Port of New Orleans. 

In Louisiana, Kellogg was a mainstay of the state’s Republican 
Party. He was a U.S. senator (1868-1872) and governor 
(1872-1876). But it was his tenure as the last carpetbag (q.v.) gover- 
nor that has drawn the most attention then and now. Although much 
of his political power in the state was based on the black vote, it was 
rumored that Kellogg never shook hands with an African American 
without putting on his gloves first. His election as governor was 
tainted by the usual shenanigans that flavor Louisiana politics, but 
Kellogg was reputed to be personally honest. His election was guar- 
anteed by the returning board, supposedly composed of the governor, 
lieutenant governor, secretary of state, and two state senators—or 
anyone who claimed to be acting for them. Kellogg was selected by 
a Republican board while his Democratic (q.v.) opponent was picked 
by another board organized by outgoing governor Henry Clay War- 
moth. No one really knows who won. 

Kellogg was placed in power by possessing a federal court decree 
authorizing him to call on Federal troops for help. But the Customs 
House Faction, which backed Kellogg, was in deep trouble in outly- 
ing parishes (counties) of Louisiana. Kellogg’s term was marked by 
violent takeovers of local courthouses by local White League (q.v.) 
militias. Only the intervention of the U.S. Army prevented the same 
from happening to Governor Kellogg during the Third Battle of New 
Orleans (q.v.). The state legislature, dominated by Democrats, threat- 
ened to impeach Kellogg, until Maj. Gen. Philip Sheridan (q.v.) came 
in and purged the membership and declared the Democrats “ban- 
ditti.” 

This only caused more uproar. Finally, Congress sent a subcom- 
mittee to settle things. In the Wheeler Compromise, the statehouse 
was divided between parties (Democratic House and Republican 
Senate) and Kellogg was guaranteed the final two years of his term. 
Kellogg stepped down in 1876, and later served as congressman 
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(1883-1885) and in every Republican national convention from 1876 
to 1896. Then, he essentially retired to live the life of an ordinary 
Louisiana citizen until his death thirty years later. 


KENNESAW MOUNTAIN, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


KERNSTOWN, BATTLE OF. Fought on 23 March 1862, the Battle 
of Kernstown was Confederate Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson’s (q.v.) successful attempt to prevent the transfer of Union 
troops from the Shenandoah Valley to the Federal advance upon 
Richmond in the Peninsula Campaign (q.v.). Jackson hit a portion of 
the moving Federal column near Winchester at Kernstown in the af- 
ternoon. His plan was to feint with his right and attack with his left. 
But he mistakenly thought that he faced only one Union brigade 
when, in fact, he faced three. The Rebels began to run low on am- 
munition just as the Federals advanced. Jackson ordered his own 
Stonewall brigade to hold with the bayonet. In danger of being over- 
run and destroyed, its commander, Brig. Gen. Richard B. Garnett, or- 
dered his men to retreat, causing the whole Confederate line to yield. 
Furious, Jackson filed charges against Garnett, who was eventually 
transferred to Maj. Gen. George Pickett’s division to get him away 
from Jackson’s vindictiveness. Although Jackson lost the battle, he 
was successful in his objective, causing President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) to halt the transfer of reinforcements to Gen. George B. Mc- 
Clellan’s (q.v.) force besieging Richmond. But his conduct toward 
Garnett illustrated how Jackson could become embroiled with junior 
officers (at least a half-dozen others faced Garnett’s fate) in bitter, 
continuous quarrels. 


KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST LINCOLN. See LINCOLN, ASSASSI- 
NATION OF AND KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 


KILPATRICK-DAHLGREN RAID. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINA- 
TION OF AND KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 


KINSTON, BATTLE OF. See CAROLINAS CAMPAIGN. 


KIRBY SMITH, EDMUND (1824-1893). Born in St. Augustine, 
Florida, Edmund Kirby Smith graduated from West Point in 1845, in 
the lower half of his class. He fought in the War with Mexico and 
won two brevets for bravery. From 1849 to 1852, he taught mathe- 
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matics at the U.S. Military Academy, before being sent to the west- 
ern frontier. He served on the Mexican Boundary Commission as a 
botanist and was captain and major in the prestigious 2nd Cavalry be- 
fore resigning his commission when Florida seceded. 

Kirby Smith began the Civil War with spectacular publicity. His 
was among the last brigades to outflank the Union right at the First 
Battle of Manassas (q.v.), where he was severely wounded. He mar- 
ried the winsome young lady who sewed his shirts. The wonderful ro- 
mance made headlines all over the South. 

Recovering from his wounds, Kirby Smith was promoted to major 
general and sent to eastern Kentucky, where he and Gen. Braxton 
Bragg (q.v.) quarreled with each other and lost the Perryville Cam- 
paign (q.v.). Nonetheless, Kirby Smith received the thanks of Con- 
gress for his defense of the South and a promotion to lieutenant gen- 
eral. Unabashedly promoting his own career, Kirby Smith asked to be 
transferred away from Bragg to an independent command. He even- 
tually became a nuisance, so the government sent him off to com- 
mand the Trans-Mississippi Department out of Shreveport. He re- 
mained there for the rest of the war. 

In the Trans-Mississippi, Kirby Smith was cut off from the rest of the 
Confederacy by the Vicksburg and Port Hudson Campaigns (qq.v.). 
This made him more than a military department commander out of ne- 
cessity. He also became a pseudopresident of a part of the confederacy, 
working with the governors and their legislatures to write and enforce 
laws and even promote officers, some of it with Richmond’s approval, 
some not. Eventually, people came to call the Trans-Mississippi “Kirby 
Smithdom.” As a military man, recognizing his separateness and im- 
portance, Kirby Smith was promoted to full general in February 1864. 
He worked to defeat the Union Red River Campaign and then drove 
back the Camden Campaign in Arkansas (qq.v.). He surrendered the 
last organized Confederate forces in the war in May 1865. 

After the war, Kirby Smith fled to Maximilian’s Mexico (q.v.) and 
then Cuba. But he returned from exile in November 1865 and went 
into business as an insurance agent, but failed. Then Kirby Smith was 
appointed president of the University of Nashville. He thought about 
the ministry, but decided that he was too old to go into a new profes- 
sion. Instead, he went to the University of the South at Sewanee, Ten- 
nessee, where he taught mathematics for the next eighteen years, 
while raising a family of eleven children. 
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KNIGHTS OF THE GOLDEN CIRCLE. See FILIBUSTERING. 
“KNOW NOTHINGS.” See AMERICAN PARTY. 
KNOX y. LEE (1871). See LEGAL TENDER CASES. 


KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) had an 
obsession with eastern Tennessee that lasted most of the war. It was one 
of the bigger, more loyal Union areas in the seceded South. Its people 
were small, nonslaveholding farmers, like his parents were. It had once 
tried to enter the Union before the 1800s as the state of Franklin, be- 
fore being melded with greater Tennessee. Yet its fate, because of its 
strategic location along the shortest rail route to the West, was to be oc- 
cupied by the Confederate army for most of the war. In 1863, in con- 
junction with Maj. Gen. William S. Rosecrans’s Tullahoma Campaign 
(qq.v.), Lincoln had sent Maj. Gen. Ambrose E. Burnside, the loser of 
the First Battle of Fredericksburg (qq.v.), to recover eastern Tennessee 
for the Union and protect Rosecrans’s left flank. 

Burnside moved into eastern Tennessee from the upper Cumber- 
land in May 1863. Almost immediately his schedule was interrupted 
by bigger objectives; in this case, the need to protect Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) so far successful operations at Vicksburg. 
Burnside’s IX Corps, the major part of his infantry, was called to 
Vicksburg to be part of the outer line that was to protect the besieg- 
ing force from Confederate attack from the rear. Burnside did not re- 
ceive his men back until August. He advanced once again, the Con- 
federates retreating before him, occupying Knoxville on 4 September 
1863. 

As he entered Knoxville, Burnside learned that an independent 
Confederate force had been left behind in the Cumberland Gap. The 
gap was much like Chattanooga. It was a key location, but it could be 
outflanked and surrounded from a half-dozen directions, the ap- 
proaching enemy hidden behind the hills nearby. When Burnside 
turned toward the Cumberland Gap, he allowed the larger Confeder- 
ate force near Knoxville to join Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.) at Chicka- 
mauga Creek for the upcoming battle there as part of the Chattanooga 
Campaign (q.Vv.). 

It only took three days (7-9 September) for Burnside to take the 
gap. The Rebel troops did not want to fight: they were surrounded 
and they had no hope of relief. Their surrender was quite a coup for 
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Burnside. He captured 2,000 men, 3,000 small arms, 12 cannon, and 
220,000 rounds of ammunition. Burnside moved back to Knoxville 
to tighten his hold on eastern Tennessee. 

After the Battle of Chickamauga, Bragg began anew his perennial 
quarrels with his officers. One he came to despise was Lt. Gen. James 
Longstreet (q.v.), whose corps from Robert E. Lee’s forces in Vir- 
ginia had been a key to Confederate victory at Chickamauga. Bragg 
sent Longstreet and his men away to recapture eastern Tennessee. 
This suited Longstreet, because he always yearned for independent 
command, but never seemed to measure up. What followed was one 
of the most bungled Confederate campaigns of the war against a 
second-rate Yankee general of little talent. 

Longstreet’s men rode the rails up from Chattanooga to Loudon. 
There they dismounted and repaired some wrecked bridges. Then 
they advanced to Lenoir Station, this on 15 November, in the moun- 
tains, without adequate food, blankets, or clothing. Longstreet had 
hoped to surprise Burnside in his camp there, but the Union troops 
and their commander had fled to Knoxville, after making a stand at 
Campbell Station, noteworthy because Confederate artillery ammu- 
nition proved totally defective. Longstreet arrived at Knoxville on 17 
November. He charged an exposed redoubt and drove Burnside com- 
pletely into the city. 

Longstreet had no maps, but a reconnaissance showed a weak 
point at Ft. Sanders. After some hesitation, the attack took place on 
28 November, after a night of freezing rain. Then ground was so slick 
that the Rebels could not scale the fort’s walls. They lost 1,300 casu- 
alties to Burnside’s 700. An approaching Federal relief column 
caused Longstreet to retreat past Knoxville into Virginia, after trying 
to lure the Yankees into battle at Bean’s Station. Recriminations on 
the Confederate side followed all winter, with Longstreet preferring 
charges against some of his best officers who had served beside him 
the longest, blaming them unfairly for his own stupidity. 


KU KLUX ACT. See ENFORCEMENT ACT, THIRD (20 APRIL 
1871). 


KU KLUX KLAN, KNIGHTS OF THE. In late December 1865, six 
young ex-Confederate soldiers sat bored in Pulaski, Tennessee. They 
wanted something fun to do. One suggested that they organize a se- 
cret society. They elected a chairman and a secretary and divided 
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themselves into committees to consider at length such things as rit- 
ual, rules, and a name for their club. Hereafter the meeting house 
would be called a “den,” the den leader would be the “Grand Cy- 
clops,” his aide the “Grand Magi,” the secretary the “Grand Scribe,” 
the greeter of initiates the “Grand Turk,” the den’s two guards were 
“Lictors,” and the Grand Cyclops’s two messengers became “Night 
Hawks,” while the rank-and-file members would be “Ghouls.” Fi- 
nally, one of the men, being a scholar of the classics, suggested a 
name for the new organization, “Kluklos,” Greek for “circle.” They 
spoke some more and eventually settled on the alliterative “Ku Klux 
Klan” as the name of the new club designed to put some zip in dull 
old Pulaski. 

After the more or less accidental organization of the Ku Klux Klan, the 
organization spread rapidly throughout the rest of the South, with the pur- 
pose of expediting white control of the ex-Confederate states and coun- 
tering the Republican Union Loyal Leagues (q.v.). Newspaper stories, pro 
and con, kept the Klan in the public eye. Fear of that old Southern buga- 
boo, “Negro insurrection,” fed its expansion. They saw themselves like 
the Sons of Liberty of the American Revolution. Their activities mim- 
icked the tarring and feathering of British tax collectors and throwing tea 
into Boston Harbor, but often with a more murderous twist. Perhaps a 
more appropriate precedent was the “patrol” instituted among whites in 
slavery days to watch the roads at night to be sure no blacks roamed freely 
without a pass or conspired against the powers of the day. 

The Klansmen were the modern Robin Hoods of white supremacy, 
glorified by Thomas Dixon’s fictional Klan trilogy (The Leopard’s 
Spots [1902], The Clansman [1905], and The Traitor [1907]), which 
became the basis for D. W. Griffith’s first smash-hit movie of the twen- 
tieth century, The Birth of a Nation (which incidentally introduced the 
notion of the fiery cross into Klan ceremonies, something never used 
in the Reconstruction era, but it looked good on film). Rhett Butler 
rode with the hooded vigilantes in Gone with the Wind, and was saved 
from arrest by Yankee troopers on the word of an Atlanta madam that 
he and his cronies had spent the evening with her girls. In the words of 
his grandmother, Hodding Carter wrote of the aura of the Reconstruc- 
tion Klans best: “Your grandfather, God bless his memory, was one of 
them. And we hadn’t been married more than a year when I sewed his 
robe together for him and out he would ride, night after night, night af- 
ter night. Terrible times they were, but we won out in the end.” 
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As the Klan grew, haphazardly and undisciplined, new levels of 
control were added, such as the Grand Dragon and his staff of Hydras 
for each state, culminating in 1867 with the election of former Con- 
federate cavalry general Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.) as Grand Wiz- 
ard, the head of all the Klans, and a staff of ten Genii. Many names 
came to be used: the Knights of the White Camellia, the Knights of 
the Rising Sun, Pale Faces, the Invisible Circle, the Families of the 
South, and of course the Knights of the Ku Klux Klan. Some organi- 
zations were more secret than others, but all had the goal of restoring 
political and social control of the South to the whites who held it be- 
fore the loss of the war, by violence if necessary —and it usually was. 

Not all wished to be as blunt as Gen. Forrest. The whole thing was 
covered up by a grand-sounding “Prescript,” the Klan’s constitution, 
in which the name of the awesome institution was never mentioned. 
Like the Prescript, every Klan message and warning was written in 
code. On a raid, the Klansmen and their horses were disguised with 
flowing robes. No one was to speak. Instead, each raider carried a 
throaty-sounding whistle. When at rest, one blast meant move, three 
blasts meant danger, and a series of short toots was a request for aid. 
Many groups served under military-like discipline. It soon became 
apparent that something national had to be done to counteract Klan 
activities, which had expanded into a conspiracy that covered most of 
the South, lest the violence and intimidation overthrow the influences 
of local and state government. 

But just as a Democratic (q.v.) state government did not necessar- 
ily support the Klan, a Republican (q.v.) government rarely acted 
with enough force to crush it. Most state officials feared that relying 
on martial law and a loyal militia that was composed of black and 
pro-Union whites would institute a race war. The only exception to 
this rule was in Arkansas, where Governor Powell Clayton (q.v.) used 
his militia units and an active anti-Klan law to destroy the Klan’s in- 
fluence by the end of 1869. 

Not everybody had the imagination or the resources to follow 
Clayton’s success in Arkansas. Governor W. W. Holden (q.v.) of 
North Carolina, a state as fully plagued with Klan activity as 
Arkansas, sent a request to President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) for fed- 
eral assistance. The result was Grant’s asking in his annual message 
to Congress in December 1870 that Congress look into the Klan and 
pass necessary legislation. It had already passed the First Enforce- 
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ment Act (q.v.) on 31 May of that year. Now Congress moved to look 
into the problems faced in North Carolina from the Ku Klux Klan. 
The result was a Second Enforcement Act on 28 February 1871 to 
tighten election procedures, and a Third Enforcement Act (the Ku 
Klux Act) on 20 April (qq.v.). 

The federal government’s effort against the Klan broke its cam- 
paign of terrorism; oddly enough, with the conviction of relatively 
few Klansmen (continued prosecutions would last until 1897 at the 
rate of 200 cases a year and relatively few convictions). But it was al- 
ready too late. The Klan’s terror program had revealed how to return 
Democratic majorities in most Southern states. The new violence 
would be quite open, practiced under the guise of the rifle clubs, 
White League, and Red Shirts (qq.v.). 


-L- 


LAMON, WARD. See BALTIMORE PLOT. 


LAND GRANT COLLEGE ACT, MORRILL. The Republican Party 
(q.v.) was a party with a distinct domestic program designed to ap- 
pease both its agricultural and industrial supporters. This program 
had as its basis the old Whig (q.v.) economic policies based in part on 
Henry Clay’s American System (q.v.). Part of the agricultural pro- 
gram was a federal aid to education program called the Morill Land 
Grant College Act of 1862. This measure granted each loyal state 
30,000 acres of federal land for each U.S. representative or senator 
for the endowment of at least one college per state. These colleges 
had to offer agricultural and military sciences as a part of their cur- 
riculum. 


LECOMPTON CONSTITUTION. See KANSAS SETTLEMENT 
(1856-1861). 


LEE, ROBERT E. (1807-1870). Son of a famous Virginian, Richard 
Henry “Light Horse Harry” Lee, an inveterate gambler who died 
early in his son’s life, Robert E. Lee was raised by his mother, Anne 
Hill Carter Lee, in what one commentator called “genteel poverty.” 
In 1829, he graduated second in his class at West Point with a perfect 
conduct record. He went into the Army Corps of Engineers and spent 
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much of his military career working on rivers and fortifications. Dur- 
ing the War with Mexico he was Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott’s (q.v.) 
chief scout, winning many of Scott’s battles before they started with 
timely information on enemy positions and roads to the Mexican rear. 

After the war, Secretary of War Jefferson Davis (q.v.) recom- 
mended Lee as superintendent of West Point and later as lieutenant 
colonel of the crack 2nd Cavalry, but he remained in Virginia caring 
for his wife, who was ill. Thus, Lee was available to lead the federal 
troops who recaptured Harpers Ferry from John Brown (qq.v.), after 
which he finally went to Texas briefly. In March 1861, he was ap- 
pointed colonel of the Ist Cavalry, but never took command. He re- 
signed his commission after the firing on Ft. Sumter (q.v.), refusing 
the command of all Federal forces to put down the rebellion. There is 
some dispute as to whether Lee actually accepted a position with Vir- 
ginia state troops before he resigned, but he soon was in command of 
troops sent to subdue Union Loyalists in what later became West Vir- 
ginia, then Lee received appointment to be the chief military advisor 
to President Jefferson Davis, who sent him to organize defenses 
along the south Atlantic coast in the Carolinas. He handled neither as- 
signment with distinction. 

On 1 June, with the wounding of Gen. Joseph E. Johnston (q.v.), 
who commanded the forces defending Richmond from attack, and 
the collapse of his successor, Maj. Gen. G. W. Smith, Davis turned to 
Lee to save the Confederacy. Renaming his troops the Army of 
Northern Virginia, Lee proceeded to defeat Maj. Gen. George B. 
McClellan (q.v.) at the gates of Richmond, then to advance upon 
Washington, defeating the army of Maj. Gen. John Pope at Second 
Manassas, before advancing into Maryland to fight McClellan once 
again at Antietam Creek (qq.v.). 

Checked in his invasion of Maryland, Lee withdrew to meet the 
Federals at Fredericksburg (q.v.), resulting in a lopsided Rebel vic- 
tory. In the spring of 1863, Lee fought the Union army again at 
Chancellorsville (q.v.). Outnumbered two to one, Lee and his chief 
subordinate, Lt. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.), crushed 
the Federals in a four-day battle. But the death of Jackson and so 
many soldiers during the battle forced Lee to reorganize his army 
into three corps for the Pennsylvania Campaign (q.v.). Meeting his 
opponents at Gettysburg, Lee won the first two day’s fighting only to 
be repulsed with heavy losses on the third. Narrowly regaining the 
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Virginia shore of the Potomac, Lee engaged in an indecisive move on 
Washington that fall. 

The next spring, Lee fought the reorganized Federal armies, led by 
Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), to a standstill in the Wilderness, only 
to be defeated at Spotsylvania and hanging on by a thread (qq.v.). Lee 
recovered to beat Grant to the North Anna River and Totopotomy 
Creek, and decisively crush Grant’s attacks at Second Cold Harbor 
(qq.v.). But Grant managed to steal a march on Lee and beat him to 
Petersburg. However, Grant’s subordinates muffed the initial attacks 
and Lee recovered to force Grant into a costly nine-month siege. 

But, as Lee was well aware, the Siege of Petersburg (q.v.) could 
have only one outcome. Attempting to break away from Grant to join 
other Confederate forces in the Carolinas, Lee was stymied by 
Grant’s fast-moving cavalry under Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan 
(q.v.), who brought Lee and his army to bay at Appomattox Court 
House (q.v.). Forced to surrender, Lee received a parole to Rich- 
mond, and then spent the rest of his life as president of Washington 
University at Lexington, Virginia. Upon his death in 1870 (Lee had 
suffered from continual heart attacks of varying import during the 
war), the institution was renamed Washington and Lee University 
and Lee was buried there. 

If Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) is the key figure of the North during the 
war, Lee is surely that of the South. Although he did not always make 
the best tactical choices on the battlefield, Lee’s maneuvers before 
battle could only be called brilliant. He had a drive, an aggressive- 
ness, and an ability to bring out the best in those officers and men un- 
der his command that Lincoln could only envy until Grant came East. 

Today, Lee is most admired for his dedication to duty and his con- 
tinual equanimity in all situations, although he was not above angrily 
ordering President Jefferson Davis off the battlefields around Rich- 
mond and disparaging Maj. Gen. George E. Pickett after the latter’s 
loss at Five Forks (q.v.). Lee was often too tactful and too willing to 
permit great latitude to his subordinates once the battle was joined. 
As Southern losses mounted later in the war, Lee found that the 
newly promoted officers often did not measure up. He also tended to 
defer to the civilian government at Richmond, when he should have 
more forcefully expressed his own views. But then his own views of- 
ten were that he could not help other theaters of war, either by pro- 
viding men or military advice. 
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The worst criticism of Lee has been that he was too expensive for 
the Confederacy. He lost as many casualties during the Chancel- 
lorsville Campaign as were surrendered at the Battle of Ft. Donelson 
(q.v.). He lost more men at Gettysburg than were available to the 
Confederacy in 1862 in Tennessee. He lost 50,000 men in the first 
three months of his command alone. And this was against what many 
historians think might best be labeled as the second string of North- 
ern generals. 

We will probably never know the real Robert E. Lee, any more 
than we understand the real George Washington or the true Abraham 
Lincoln. But we do know that Lee demonstrated what an active, able 
officer can do to deliver paralyzing blows through quick maneuvers 
with highly mobile forces against enemy lines of communication and 
supply, and to attack decisive enemy positions, all with inadequate 
supply and numbers when compared to his opponents. In short, Lee 
was audacious, imaginative, and possessed the ability to force his 
own will upon the enemy. He did this without losing a certain nobil- 
ity and concept of fair play. That is still called character. 


LEE’S “LOST ORDER.” An order (Special Orders No. 191) issued on 
9 September 1862 by Confederate Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) during 
the Maryland Campaign (q.v.) that sent six of his divisions south to in- 
vest the Federal garrison at Harpers Ferry and three divisions north to 
Hagerstown to forage. A copy of the order was found wrapped around 
some cigars by two Union soldiers in an abandoned Conferate camp 
at Frederick, Maryland, four days later and placed in Maj. Gen. 
George B. McClellan’s (q.v.) hands, giving him a golden opportunity 
to split Lee’s army with his own and defeat the Confederates in detail. 


LEGAL TENDER CASES. Before President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) 
could get Congress to work with him on the money issue (q.v.) after 
the Civil War, the Supreme Court (q.v.) stepped into the question with 
the Legal Tender Cases. The Court had as its chief justice at this time 
Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), former secretary of the treasury under Lin- 
coln and a man constantly with his eye on the presidency. Chase had 
written the law in 1862 that had created the greenbacks. But he was 
always suspicious of them, acting in their favor only as an extreme 
war measure. He now decided to play for hard-money support. In the 
case Hepburn v. Griswold (1871), he led the Court in writing the ma- 
jority decision that declared greenbacks to be legal tender only for 
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debts contracted after 1862. The implication was that greenbacks 
might be of doubtful value even after that time, although the case 
stated otherwise. 

The indecision of the Hepburn case could not be allowed to con- 
tinue. If greenbacks were later declared illegal for all debts, payments 
after 1862 would have to be renegotiated and repaid, as would those 
contracted before then and paid off since in greenbacks. It so hap- 
pened that the Hepburn case had been decided by a court that was 
two members short. President Grant had appointed William Strong 
and Joseph P. Bradley to the bench before Hepburn but they had been 
unable to take their seats in time to participate. In 1871, another case, 
Knox v. Lee, arrived before the highest bench in the land. This time, 
with Strong and Bradley participating, the Court reversed itself, the 
ever-flexible Chase again with the majority. In Knox the Court did the 
commonsense thing and ruled that greenbacks were legal tender for 
all debts. The Court left it up to Congress as to what the greenbacks 
were worth compared to gold. Because the votes of Strong and 
Bradley were critical to the new ruling, Grant was accused of pack- 
ing the Court. This was not so. The president had appointed the two 
men with other considerations in mind before their views on money 
were known. 


LENOIR STATION. See KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


LETTERMAN SYSTEM. See AMBULANCE SERVICES AND 
TRIAGE. 


LEXINGTON, BATTLE OF. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN 
(1861-1862). 


LIBBY (RICHMOND). Confederate installation that housed Union 
prisoners of war. See also PRISONS. 


LIBERAL REPUBLICANISM. By the time of the 1872 election 
(q.v.), the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration had caused quite a 
bit of disillusionment among the Republican Party (q.v.) and the pub- 
lic at large. Those who opposed Grantism within the party were 
called Liberal Republicans. Most were journalists, professional 
reformers, and intellectuals. They often lacked political skills but 
made up for it with a lot of enthusiasm. They were liberal not in the 
twentieth-century sense of wanting government services, but in the 
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traditional definition of desiring honest, constitutional government. 
Led by German immigrant and former Union political general Carl 
Schurz (q.v.), they decided not to challenge the political profession- 
als of the Republican Party but to step aside and form a new party to 
challenge all of the status quo. 

Their beliefs reflected the reforms of the time. While they agreed 
with Reconstruction in principle, they found it lacking in practice. 
Their solution to the corrupt boroughs of the South was to call for 
universal amnesty and a withdrawal of federal troops from the civil- 
ian political arena. The Liberals believed that something basic was 
amiss with governments that could not appeal on the basis of calm, 
political argument and the vote of the whole public. Another Liberal 
idea was civil service reform (q.v.) and a general cleaning up of gov- 
ernment. They also believed in the paying of the national debt in 
gold, not inflated greenbacks, as the only honest way. But on the tar- 
iff issue, some wanted it higher, some wanted it lower. 

During the 1872 election the Liberal-Regular (or Stalwart Republi- 
can) split—represented by their candidates for president, newspaper 
editor Horace Greeley (q.v.) and President Grant—threatened to 
swamp the Grand Old Party. But Greeley’s eccentricities, the Liberals’ 
willingness to leave the African Americans to the mercy of the South- 
ern whites (a contradiction in terms easily shown by waving the bloody 
shirt [q.v.]), and their alliance with the Democrats (q.v.) proved too 
much for voters to swallow. Grant won a resounding victory. 


LIEBER CODE. See GENERAL ORDERS NO. 100. 
LIGHT ARTILLERY. See FIELD ARTILLERY. 


LILE A VACHE. See COLONIZATION OF AFRICAN AMERI- 
CANS OVERSEAS. 


LINCOLN, ABRAHAM (1809-1865). Born near Hodgensville, Ken- 
tucky, Abraham Lincoln was the second child of carpenter-farmer 
Thomas Lincoln and his wife, Nancy Hanks Lincoln. Young Abe was 
named after a grandfather killed by American Indians some years ear- 
lier. In 1817, the family moved to southern Indiana, near Gentryville, 
where Lincoln’s mother died of undulant fever. Two years later his 
father married Sarah Bush Johnston, a widow with three children of 
her own. She was a strong, cheerful woman who modernized the Lin- 
coln homestead and brought a love of education, which she imparted 
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to Abe over the objections of his father. Largely self-educated, young 
Lincoln worked hard at physical labor (he grew to six feet, four 
inches in height and was quite muscular and strong all of his life) and 
clerked at the Gentry’s store. At age nineteen he accompanied the 
Gentrys downriver on a raft to New Orleans, where he encountered 
slavery for the first time and gained an uncompromising hatred for 
the institution. The Lincolns then moved to Illinois. Abe accompa- 
nied the family but soon set out on his own. He was about to accom- 
pany another flatboat downriver, but a delay in the trip caused a 
storekeeper at New Salem to hire Lincoln as a clerk. Lincoln stayed 
on at New Salem, where he held down a series of jobs. He was well 
liked, and during the Black Hawk War he enlisted as a private only to 
be elected captain of the local militia. 

The war proved uneventful for Lincoln and his men and they re- 
turned home, where he tried to go into storekeeping himself and 
failed. He paid off the debt incurred only after he became a con- 
gressman, ten years later. Meanwhile, he was elected to the state leg- 
islature as a Whig (q.v.) (those opposed to the policies of Andrew 
Jackson) and was instrumental in getting the state capital moved from 
Vandalia to Springfield, in his own district, a town to which he 
promptly moved. He also read law and was admitted to the bar. Lin- 
coln and many other young men of the town courted a visiting Ken- 
tucky belle, Mary Todd. The Todds were definitely upper crust, rich, 
educated, and cultured—as Lincoln reputedly said, “God needed 
only one ‘d’ to spell His name; the Todds took two.” 

The story was that by prior agreement Lincoln’s friend Billy Hern- 
don won the first shot at vivacious Mary, only to ruin his chances 
when he complimented her on her dancing, likening it to the graceful 
moves of a serpent. She left him standing alone on the dance floor. 
Then Lincoln moved in on her, and they eventually were married, 
even after bashful Abe stood her up at the alter a time or two. The 
marriage turned out to be rather tumultuous, but they stayed together 
and raised four sons, three of whom died young. Most of the crazy 
stories about Mary Lincoln’s behavior are traceable to Billy Herndon, 
Mary’s rejected suitor and Abe’s law partner. He noted that Abe 
seemed more and more melancholy as the years passed and blamed 
it on Mary’s temper, dismissing her as the “she-wolf of this section” 
and the “female wild cat of the age.” He explained it with the Anne 
Rutledge story, Abe’s supposedly one and only true love who went to 
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a tragic early death, a tale that has been expanded on by romanticists 
ever since. 

Feuding or not, the Lincolns lived out their adult lives in Spring- 
field, where he earned the reputation of being a crackerjack court- 
room lawyer, and she of being a sharp-tongued woman who domi- 
nated her husband at home. Lincoln ran for Congress in 1846 and 
served one term, being remembered for the “Spot Resolution.” This 
was a Whig attempt to reveal President James K. Polk’s message for 
war on Mexico as a sham by requesting he show the “spot” upon 
which “American blood had been shed on American soil.” The spot 
was, of course, disputed territory at best, and Mexican soil at worst. 
Lincoln retired after the one term, supposedly by prior agreement, but 
his antiwar attitude would probably have cost him the seat in prowar 
Illinois, anyway. 

Lincoln dabbled in politics and law for some years until the open- 
ing of Kansas to slavery above the old Missouri Compromise (q.v.) 
line brought him back into the fray full-time. Lincoln helped organ- 
ize the Republican Party (q.v.) in the state, and it decided that he 
should take on the architect of slavery in the territories, his old friend 
and political opponent (and an active suitor of Mary Todd in the old 
days), Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.). A powerful Democrat (q.v.) and 
US. senator from Illinois, Douglas hoped to make his 1858 reelec- 
tion the springboard for the presidency in 1860. Lincoln accepted the 
assignment in his famous “House Divided” speech, in which he said 
that the United States could not remain half free and half slave and 
survive as a nation. One side or the other had to come out on top. Be- 
cause of the expense of the campaign, the Lincolns and Douglases 
traveled together on a special campaign train and engaged in a series 
of debates (seven, one in each of IIlinois’s congressional districts) on 
the issues of the day. 

They made a strange pair, Lincoln a foot taller than the “Little 
Giant,” Douglas’s sobriquet, and speaking in a high-pitched voice 
to Douglas’s baritone. Both men used racial prejudice to discredit 
the other, each trying to avoid being seen as too friendly toward 
blacks; easy for Douglas (whose wife’s family owned slaves); 
harder for Lincoln, a “Black Republican,” in the parlance of the 
day. Lincoln lost the race, but he made it closer than it should have 
been. He accomplished this with the so-called Freeport Question 
(q.v.). He asked Douglas if slavery could be legally kept out of the 
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territories in violation of the Little Giant’s doctrine of popular sov- 
ereignty (q.v.), which let it in until the territory voted on statehood. 
Douglas had to answer yes to win the Senate seat; but he had to an- 
swer no to hold the South in the 1860 presidential race. Douglas 
crossed his bridges as he came to them and answered yes. He 
pointed out that if the territorial legislature never passed any laws 
condoning slavery, it automatically would cease to exist even be- 
fore the final vote for statehood. No one could be enslaved without 
a positive law supporting the institution, Douglas admitted. He won 
the Senate seat with the support of the Illinois legislature, but lost 
the support of the South forever, his duplicity revealed by Lincoln’s 
question. 

Lincoln’s skill in compromising Douglas made him a wanted 
speaker throughout the North. Soon it became obvious that he could 
carry three key states (Illinois, Indiana, and Pennsylvania) that the 
Republicans had failed to take in the election of 1856 (q.v.). If this 
were done, Lincoln and the Republicans could win the presidency 
without a single electoral vote below the Ohio River. Although sev- 
eral other men had more notoriety than he, none could perform the 
magic task of taking the three states. This combined with masterly 
manipulation of the Republican convention and his rivals knocking 
each other off in a bitter contest put Lincoln at the head of the Re- 
publican ticket in the election of 1860 (q.v.). The Democrats split be- 
tween the Northern branch of the party, which nominated Douglas, 
and the Southern branch of the party, which nominated John C. 
Breckinridge (q.v.). They and the Constitutional Union Party (q.v.) 
(John Bell) took 1 million more popular votes combined than Lin- 
coln. But even if everyone had united behind Douglas, Lincoln still 
would have taken the presidency because of the quirks of the elec- 
toral vote, which gave a simple majority to the Northern states that 
voted for Lincoln in close popular races. 

Because of Lincoln’s ability as president to make appointments to 
executive offices and the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.), the rabid seces- 
sionists in the South decided to leave the Union. Although Lincoln 
tried to allay their fears with a moderate inaugural speech, he refused 
to give in on the question of the advance of slavery into the territo- 
ries or to yield federal properties still held in the seceded states. The 
result was war, and further secessions as Lincoln assigned a quota of 
militia to every state to help suppress the rebellion. Lincoln demon- 
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strated his political acuity and self-confidence right off in his ap- 
pointments to his cabinet (he was “Humble Abe Lincoln” only as a 
public front). At least four members were political rivals within the 
Republican Party (Simon Cameron, William H. Seward [q.v.], 
Salmon P. Chase [q.v.], and Edward Bates), and two of them (Seward 
and Chase) considered themselves superior to him in intellect (Se- 
ward would soon come around, but Chase never quite caught on). 

The Lincoln presidency was a balancing act of wartime and do- 
mestic issues. He had to move on the military issue in such a manner 
as not to offend the still-loyal border slave states of Missouri, Ken- 
tucky, Maryland, and Delaware. Maryland determined Delaware’s 
stand by geography, if nothing else. As Maryland was so critical to 
Northern control of the nation’s capital, it was immediately occupied 
by Federal troops and dissidents arrested. Missouri was held by deci- 
sive advances of Federal forces under Frank Blair and Bvt. Brig. 
Gen. Nathaniel Lyon. Kentucky was so critical to the Confederacy 
that they occupied it first, breaking its neutrality and permitting quick 
Federal advances to key points. But Lincoln believed that he could 
not respond to the demands by many Northerners that he free the 
slaves immediately as a wartime measure. He feared repercussions 
that might even extend to the Old Northwest, states above the Ohio 
River such as Illinois and Indiana that contained much negrophobia. 
Meanwhile, Lincoln carried out much of the domestic Republican 
program, including internal improvements through the Pacific Rail- 
road Act (q.v.), establishing agricultural and mechanical colleges 
through the Morrill Land Grant College Act, raising the import duties 
by the Morrill Tariff (q.v.) Act, reorganizing the banking system with 
the National Banking Act (q.v.), and opening the West by way of a 
Homestead Act (q.v.). 

The president refused to call Congress into session at the war’s 
start, preferring to rule by executive proclamation (q.v.), a practice he 
continued throughout the duration of his term and that has drawn 
much criticism then and now from Democrats, Radical Republicans, 
and of course proto-Confederate historians. Lincoln’s political suc- 
cess came from an excellent ability to appear anti-Southern, without 
at the same time seeming pro-Negro. His Emancipation Proclamation 
(q.v.) freed only the slaves outside the jurisdiction of the Union army. 
Further, he was willing to grant African Americans technical freedom 
without attacking any of the traditional racism of the North. More- 
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over, the litany goes on, the corruptions of the Republican era that 
mar the history of Reconstruction and the Gilded Age began with the 
Lincoln administration and were justified as necessary wartime mea- 
sures, like the Pacific Railroad. He reinstituted the economic policies 
that Alexander Hamilton and Henry Clay had failed to sustain against 
Southern and Western opposition led by the Jacksonians, which were 
embodied in the Republican’s domestic programs and heavy taxes, 
including the first U.S. income tax. The result was that for the first 
time in U.S. history creditors had the upper hand over debtors and the 
developed East could exploit the developing West and the defeated 
South. 

Lincoln also expanded the powers of the presidency in such a man- 
ner as to alter the basis of the federal Union. He was our first impe- 
rial president, as he summoned the militia, expanded the U.S. Army, 
decreed an illegal blockade, defied the Supreme Court, suspended the 
writ of habeas corpus (q.v.), created a Yankee gulag (called the 
“American Bastille” by his critics), transferred millions of dollars 
from authorized accounts to his pet projects, and pledged the nation’s 
honor and credit to others—all without the necessary participation of 
Congress under the Constitution. Some have charged that Lincoln led 
the North in such a manner as to put the domestic priorities of his po- 
litical machine ahead of the lives and well-being of his soldiers in the 
field. He fought and fought until he could find a Republican hero in 
afield general. The result was the firing of Democrats such as George 
B. McClellan, Don Carlos Buell, and Fitz John Porter (qq.v.) and the 
elevation of mere political hacks to army command, men such as 
Nathaniel P. Banks, Benjamin F. Butler, John Charles Frémont, and 
John A. McClernand (qq.v.). The same held true of his cabinet, espe- 
cially the original one, in which Cameron stole the Union blind, a 
process Lincoln covered up as necessary to save the Union. Even one 
of his hack generals, Henry W. Halleck (q.v.), admitted such com- 
mand decisions were “little better than murder.” 

Next, he compromised the integrity of his office to further prose- 
cute the war. Each time peace was in the offing, Lincoln upped the 
ante or stalled so as to make compromise impossible. Peace could 
come only on his terms, reasonable compromise take the hindmost. 
Lincoln’s search for an expedient peace cost the nation over 100,000 
lives. And worse, the war had been his to start, a responsibility Lin- 
coln sought to transfer to Jefferson Davis (q.v.) by arranging to have 
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the South fire the first shot, after several reasonable attempts by 
politicians of both sections to compromise the crisis failed from Lin- 
coln’s refusal to consider them. They included a willingness to pay 
for Ft. Sumter (q.v.) and other federal installations in the South 
(which he kept secret from the public), and an offer to keep the Mis- 
sissippi River open to Midwest commerce. 

Finally, Lincoln altered the language of American political dis- 
course so that it was next to impossible to reverse the ill effects of 
trends set in motion by his executive fiat. He put it all in the rhetoric 
of Scripture, which was confirmed by his own assassination (q.v.), 
making every “good cause” then and since a reason to increase the 
scope of government. All that counted was the goal, while the means 
to achieve that goal became irrelevant. That Congress thought it was 
getting short shrift from Lincoln can be seen in its response to Lin- 
coln’s Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction (q.v.). Lincoln 
proposed that whenever 10 percent of the population of any state oc- 
cupied by the Union army would take an oath of future loyalty (q.v.) 
and draw up a new state constitution devoid of slavery, it could ask 
Congress for readmission to the Union. 

Congress responded with its own Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.), which 
suggested that 50 percent was a more operable number for the future 
loyalty oath and that the actual voters electing the constitutional con- 
vention be restricted to those who could swear never to have given 
aid to the enemy. When Lincoln gave this measure a pocket veto (let 
it lie on the table fourteen days after Congress had adjourned), the 
two principle sponsors issued the Wade-Davis Manifesto (q.v.) ac- 
cusing the president of interfering with Congress’s prerogative to re- 
construct the South and guarantee a republican form of government 
in the various states. Lincoln responded that he had no real objection 
to the congressional measure, but did not want to be limited in his ap- 
proach. Any state that preferred to come in under the Wade-Davis 
Bill could do so. It was typically Lincoln—almost too clever and 
quite maddening to his critics. 

Despite the “with malice toward none; with charity for all” pledge 
in his second inaugural speech and the decent terms granted the sur- 
rendering Confederate armies, no one really knew what his postwar 
stance on Reconstruction would have been; it is all conjecture, de- 
pending upon the sort of person the speculator believed Lincoln to 
be. The same still pertains today. An assassin’s bullet silenced the 
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only man who really knew where he stood —if indeed he had a posi- 
tion; as one writer put it, he was “the most shut-mouthed man” any- 
one in Washington had met. Regardless of how one feels about Lin- 
coln, the proof of his policy was in winning the greatest war the 
United States has ever fought. He always believed that he had a di- 
vine purpose in life, although he would have been the first to admit 
that he did not know exactly what it was. But he saw himself as im- 
pelled by incidents outside his control, rather than as a molder of 
events. It was the very measures he undertook to the how] of his crit- 
ics that made that victory possible and guaranteed his position as the 
greatest president next to George Washington that the nation has ever 
had. If nothing else, Lincoln had an amazing ability to mold public 
thinking into acceptance of policies that most Americans were op- 
posed to at the start of the war. And it was his very hesitancy in exe- 
cuting them that so aggravated his Radical Republican (q.v.) critics 
that made him a true reflection of how the nation at large felt about 
the war. 


LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF AND KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 
During the Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.) in the spring of 1863, 
Brig. Gen. H. Judson Kilpatrick, also know as “Kill Cavalry” from his 
penchant to risk unnecessarily men and horses alike, rode in Maj. Gen. 
George Stoneman’s raid within a couple of miles of the Richmond de- 
fenses. The city was wide open to an assault, but Kilpatrick did not 
know this and never attacked. Later, Col. Abel D. Streight, captured in 
Streight’s raid (q.v.), escaped from Libby Prison (q.v.) and told the 
whole story, including a sordid tale of the treatment of Union prison- 
ers. The account, embellished with the yellow journalism of the time, 
became a headline in newspapers all over the North. 

President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) felt that he had to do something 
to ameliorate the condition of Union soldiers held in the South. Of 
course, this ignored the fact that Southern captives in the North re- 
ceived the same treatment. But it was the condition of Union men 
held in the South that was becoming a political embarrassment to 
Lincoln. He heard of Kilpatrick, who was bragging how he could get 
into Richmond, if given another try. Lincoln and Secretary of War 
Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) gave him that chance, over the objections 
of Maj. Gen. George Meade (q.v.), commander of the Army of the 
Potomac, which defended Washington. Meade saw this nonsense as 
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a good way to waste good men and horses that would be needed in 
May for the next campaign. 

Kilpatrick assembled a select group from several regiments and se- 
lected Col. Ulric Dahlgren as his second in command. The cavalry 
was divided into several columns, each with an assigned target, all to 
rejoin in front of Richmond for the assault. But their timing was off, 
the weather was rainy, and Dahlgren’s groups never made the ren- 
dezvous. Kilpatrick attacked the Richmond defense line, but his heart 
was not in the attack, and he let a bunch of clerks in the city militia, 
beefed up by a regular infantry contingent, drive him off. He fled into 
the Union lines near Fortress Monroe. 

Dahlgren, who was to cross the James above Richmond and come 
in the back way, found the river a raging torrent that could not be 
crossed. Angry at the weather, he hanged his African American guide, 
as illogical as that was. Then he tried to attack Richmond from the 
west, only to meet the same militia and be driven off. Dahlgren tried 
to find Kilpatrick, got off track, and ran into an ambush. He was 
killed and his men captured or scattered. On Dahlgren’s body were a 
set of plans and instructions to his troops. They were to free all cap- 
tive Union soldiers at Belle Isle (q.v.) (enlisted men) and Libby (of- 
ficers), burn Richmond, and kill Confederate President Jefferson 
Davis (q.v.) and his cabinet. 

At first Davis laughed at the notion, but his cabinet did not. They 
insisted that Davis confront Lincoln about this act of piracy. Acting 
through Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.), and Lee through Meade, all the 
Confederates received was a denial. But the papers were in 
Dahlgren’s handwriting, and the Rebels copied them and sent copies 
to Europe, hoping for a diplomatic coup that did not occur. But Davis 
and his cabinet decided that Lincoln had given Kilpatrick his in- 
structions and endorsed everything. Angry that Davis had prohibited 
action against his opposite number from the beginning, thereby per- 
mitting Lincoln to live unmolested in Washington, technically a 
Southern-sympathizing town, they decided to get even. 

The means of revenge fell to a myriad of secret agents from the 
army and navy, who were now unified and placed under the com- 
mand of Secretary of State Judah P. Benjamin (q.v.), as the Confed- 
erate Secret Service (q.v.). These men were more than mere spies, al- 
though there were plenty of activities of that kind on both sides 
during the war, most of it of doubtful quality. Benjamin and his Se- 
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cret Service agents had a bigger target in mind: President Lincoln. At 
first the Confederates thought to abduct Lincoln and hie him to Rich- 
mond to exchange for Confederate soldiers imprisoned up North. 
Lincoln and Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) had stopped the normal 
exchange of prisoners prior to the 1864 Richmond Campaign (q.v.), 
hoping to starve the Rebel armies of trained, veteran reinforcements. 
In October 1864, George Sanders, a professional revolutionary who 
had engaged in the European Revolutions of 1848, contacted the man 
chosen to do the job, John Wilkes Booth (q.v.). Considered one of the 
finest actors of the day, Booth cleared over $20,000 annually. His ca- 
reer on the boards was the perfect cover for moving around, from 
Yankee-held New Orleans to Montreal to meet Sanders. Booth had 
also run drugs and medicines to the South, bankrolling the operations 
through his own supply network emanating from France. Booth was 
thrilled to formally step on board, as it were. 

Booth was allowed to recruit his own helpers. He picked John Sur- 
ratt Jr., a Rebel courier for Benjamin, operating between Richmond 
and Montreal. His mother, Mary Surratt, owned a house in Washing- 
ton and a tavern in southeastern Maryland, and had been assisting 
Rebel agents since the war’s start. Booth also picked David E. 
Herold, a childish-acting hunter, trapper, and Booth theater syco- 
phant, who knew the pathways in southeastern Maryland to the Po- 
tomac like the back of his hand. There was George Andrew Atzerodt, 
a drunken German immigrant, who was not as drunk as everyone 
thought and could cross the Potomac, rowing with impunity between 
patrolling Yankee gunboats. Booth also selected his two boyhood 
friends, Samuel Arnold and Michael O’Laughlen, both of whom had 
served in the Ist Maryland Infantry (CSA). 

But Lincoln was known for his phenomenal physical strength, espe- 
cially in his upper body, which was belied by his skinniness. So Ben- 
jamin went to northern Virginia guerrilla fighter Lt. Col. John S. Mosby 
and had him pick a reliable man strong enough to subdue the Yankee 
president. Mosby sent Lewis Thornton Powell, alias Louis Paine. Ben- 
jamin got Paine to Booth through Confederate sympathizers in Balti- 
more. Booth met Paine through Mrs. Surratt and her son at a theater per- 
formance. Like the Gang That Couldn’t Shoot Straight, Booth and his 
companions muffed several attempts to capture Lincoln, who always 
seemed to change his schedule when Booth lay in wait. It was acciden- 
tal; Lincoln had no idea that Booth was attempting to kidnap him. 
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But as spring approached, Booth became part of a bigger plot that 
Benjamin and Davis envisioned for the last-ditch campaign of 1865. 
To assist Lee and his Army of Northern Virginia break away from 
Grant’s Union forces in the trenches at the Petersburg siege (q.v.), 
Lincoln was to be blown up with one of Brig. Gen. Gabriel Rains’s 
special time bombs. Union command, control, communication, and 
intelligence would be in total disarray. Lee could join the Confeder- 
ate army in North Carolina, defeat Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s 
(q.v.) hordes, and swing back to catch Grant strung out in pursuit. 

It seems likely that Benjamin and Davis knew of the plan—they 
both had to sign off on the warrants that paid for it. The secretaries of 
war must have known—James Seddon and then John C. Breckinridge 
(q.v.). And Robert E. Lee? As commander of all Confederates he had 
to know that something was up. Or else how could he move in time? 

T. Frank Harney, an expert powder man for Rains, would do the 
job. Booth knew how to get into the White House basement unseen 
(there was little or no security). With luck, the whole Lincoln admin- 
istration would be snuffed out during a cabinet meeting—a spectac- 
ular reversal of the Kilpatrick-Dahlgren raid. Harney and fifty 
pounds of black powder wended their way to Mosby, who sent them 
on to Washington. But a Union cavalry detachment intercepted the 
party, scattering Mosby’s men and the powder and capturing Harney. 
The Union warden at the Old Capitol Prison had no idea who Harney 
was. He was released with others when Lee surrendered at the end of 
the Appomattox Campaign (q.v.). He was never seen again. 

Booth, meanwhile, waiting for Harney and knowing Lee and his 
army had surrendered but that no one else had, decided to carry out 
the assassination of Lincoln and his cabinet as individuals. Each re- 
maining member of the gang received an assignment. Paine was to 
kill Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.), O’Laughlen was to 
get Stanton, Atzerodt drew Vice President Andrew Johnson (q.v.), 
and Booth, of course, received the starring role—he would assassi- 
nate Lincoln at Ford’s Theater. 

Tragically, from Booth’s point of view, the whole plot went off 
half-cocked on the evening of 14 April 1865. Atzerodt and 
O’Laughlen failed to confront their intended victims. Paine attacked 
Seward and his household, but didn’t kill any one. But Booth—he ac- 
complished his task and stepped into the pages of American infamy 
as a lone, crazed killer. 
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Led by George Sanders and Secretary of State Benjamin, the Con- 
federates in the know destroyed all the evidence and let Booth and his 
people take the rap. Stanton knew better, but he lacked the proof. No 
one talked, not even those who faced the gallows (Mrs. Surratt, the 
first woman executed by the federal government; Herold, who led 
Booth to temporary safety, only to be captured when Union cavalry 
killed Booth; Atzerodt, who really did nothing, too afraid to attack 
tough Andy Johnson; and Paine, who went to the gallows pleading 
Mrs. Surratt’s innocence). Four others, Arnold, O’Laughlen, Edman 
Spangler, erroneously accused of arranging for Booth’s escape, and 
Dr. Samuel Mudd, who set Booth’s leg broken in his escape, received 
life in prison at Ft. Jefferson on the Dry Tortugas in the ocean off of 
Key West, Florida. 

But Lincoln’s successor, President Andrew Johnson, got into a 
quarrel with Republicans over the nature of Reconstruction and got 
his enjoyment out of pardoning former Confederates to his oppo- 
nents’ displeasure. The three remaining Booth conspirators 
(O’Laughlen had died of yellow fever) received their freedom in 
1869, as Johnson left office. The success of the cover-up is indicated 
by the fact it took historians 130 years to figure out that Stanton was 
right. 


LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATES. In 1858, Stephen A. Douglas’s 
(q.v.) term in the U.S. Senate was up and he had to stand for reelec- 
tion. The state’s Republican Party (q.v.) put up the man who had 
stolen it from its organizers in 1856, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). The 
vote would be made in the Illinois state legislature, the direct election 
of U.S. senators being a phenomenon of the twentieth century. 
Nonetheless, Lincoln challenged Douglas to debate the issues of the 
day, before the state legislature met. Douglas did not have to accept, 
but he did, hoping to place his stand on slavery in the territories be- 
fore the South as much as Illinois. Because of Douglas’s obvious im- 
portance in Washington and the fact that he had been all but promised 
the Democratic presidential nomination in 1860, and because Lincoln 
did such a creditable job debating him in this early contest, Lincoln 
immediately became known nationwide and a viable possibility for 
Republican presidential aspirations in 1860. 

Lincoln accepted his party’s nomination in Chicago on 16 June 
1858, with an oration since called the “House Divided” speech. He 
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maintained that the United States could not be forever comprised of 
both slave and free states. One or the other had to prevail. Douglas 
cleverly used this speech to expose to the people of Illinois that Lin- 
coln was an ardent abolitionist (q.v.) who would try and destroy the 
Union to make a point. This forced Lincoln to make several anti-Ne- 
gro statements at various debates to prove to the people of Illinois 
and their legislators that he was one of them, against full citizenship 
and equality for African Americans. He wanted to leave slavery alone 
where it was. He did not want it to spread into the West. And he 
would not force Illinois to admit free blacks as citizens to vote. 

And so it went for seven debates, held between August and Octo- 
ber 1858 in the county seats of areas that had gone for American 
Party candidate Millard Fillmore (qq.v.) in 1856 and were now con- 
sidered toss-ups. The general format was that each debate lasted three 
hours. The first speaker received one hour, the second speaker talked 
an hour and a half, and the first speaker got a half hour of rebuttal. 
Douglas and Lincoln alternated as first speaker. 

Lincoln finally cornered Douglas at Freeport. He asked Douglas if 
a people of a territory could lawfully exclude slavery before a pro- 
posed state constitution were drawn up. That is, would Douglas ad- 
mit to supporting squatter sovereignty rather than popular sover- 
eignty or the pro-Southern Nonexclusion Doctrine (qq.v.), as he 
claimed to do. This has since been known as the Freeport Question 
(q.V.). 

Douglas was on the horns of a dilemma. He had always operated 
as pro-Southern slave expansion in Washington and as against South- 
ern slave expansion at home. He did this because he knew that slav- 
ery could be stopped at any stage of territorial development and be- 
cause Northern antislavery (q.v.) people moved into the West faster 
and in greater numbers than Southerners burdened with slaves. But 
now he had to admit this publicly for the first time. To do otherwise 
would be to lose his U.S. Senate seat. But to win his Senate seat 
would be to lose his party’s nomination for the presidency in 1860. 

Douglas’s answer became known as the Freeport Doctrine (q.v.). 
He said that slavery could be blocked at any time in a territory by 
simply not passing a positive law to establish it. Simply be staying 
silent, slavery would be denied the laws that made it function. Dou- 
glas won his U.S. Senate seat by a vote of fifty-four to forty-six in the 
state legislature. He was the only Democrat who voted against the 
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Lecompton Constitution in the Kansas Settlement (q.v.) question, to 
survive politically in the North. Although Douglas won in the Illinois 
legislature, Lincoln became a national figure in the Republican Party 
overnight. He had given Douglas a run for his money. Most impor- 
tant, Lincoln was popular with the people of Illinois. He had a homey 
quality that made him an entertaining stump speaker. Illinois was one 
of the states that the Republicans had to have to win the presidency 
in 1860, and the people of Illinois would vote in 1860, not the state 
legislature. See also ELECTION OF 1860. 


LITTLEFIELD, MILTON S. (1832-1899). Born in New York, Mil- 
ton S. Littlefield moved to Illinois as a young man and read law un- 
der Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). He was a captain in the 14th Illinois In- 
fantry, stationed at Memphis, where he illegally traded in cotton and 
guns with the Confederacy. He then obtained a commission as a 
colonel in the 21st Colored Infantry. He recruited black soldiers in 
North Carolina, obtaining a fee for each recruit, who was added to 
Illinois’s draft quota to permit whites to avoid the war. He also served 
during the Siege of Charleston, eventually becoming a brigade com- 
mander and winding up at Hilton Head. He also served as an inspec- 
tor general of colored troops. 

After the war, Littlefield and a Scalawag partner, George Swepson, 
became involved in selling devalued railroad bonds in Swepson’s na- 
tive North Carolina. The two men bought the worthless bonds, bribed 
the state legislature to back them with the full credit of the state, 
which raised their value, and resold them at a tremendous profit. Al- 
though it appears that Governor William W. Holden (q.v.) was inno- 
cent of anything but knowing Littlefield, the scheme helped tarnish 
his administration as Littlefield associated with and was a prominent 
Republican (q.v.) himself. Interestingly, most of the money stayed in 
North Carolina with Swepson and other Democrats (q.v.), who let 
Littlefield take the blame. 

Having exhausted the monetary possibilities in North Carolina, 
Littlefield moved on to Florida. There he bought two worthless rail- 
roads and paid off the state legislature to finance them as needed in- 
ternal improvements. Then he and prominent legislators diverted the 
appropriated money into their own pockets as the railroads continued 
to languish. It seems quite likely that Republican Governor Harrison 
Reed (q.v.) sold his approval of their schemes. 
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After taking the money, Littlefield ran to Europe, where he sold 
fraudulent railroad bonds to Dutch investors as a hot tip on a good 
investment. It is estimated that Littlefield received as much as $6.8 
million from his various schemes. He left Europe ahead of the law 
and retired in New Jersey, which had an innate understanding of 
how such things work and a disinclination to extradite engaging 
scoundrels such as Littlefield. But while Florida wrote the whole 
Littlefield fraud off as a bad lesson, North Carolina never stopped 
trying to get him back into the state to face the courts. Finally, Lit- 
tlefield agreed to stand trial if all who were involved would be 
tried along with him. The state prosecutor came up to New Jersey 
to talk it all over. Littlefield laid the whole matter out before him 
and his aides. Then the prosecutor checked out the facts and fig- 
ures and found Littlefield’s account to be true. The problem was 
that twenty-two prominent North Carolinians, now all prominent 
Redeemers (q.v.), were culpable. The case was closed without fur- 
ther action. 

Littlefield, Swepson, and their henchmen represent the worst of the 
caricatures of those who exploited Reconstruction for their own ends. 


LOAD-IN-NINE-TIMES. North or South, all Civil War soldiers car- 
ried about the same arms and equipment. The standard shoulder arm 
carried by the infantryman was a percussion capped, .58-caliber ri- 
fled musket, as opposed to the smooth-bore musket soldiers carried 
in earlier wars. Armies preferred the relatively inaccurate musket to 
the more accurate rifle because of ease and speed of loading. The 
smooth bore accepted the bullet with a quick push of the rammer. To 
engage the grooved rifling, one had to pound the bullet home or use 
a system of leather or cloth patches. 

But science had finally struck the battlefield in full force by 1861. 
It came in the form of the conoidal bullet developed by Capt. Claude 
Etienne Minié, a French soldier. The Minnie ball, as the bullet was 
known in the Americas, was a bullet with a hollowed out case and 
two or three grooved rings cut around its body near and parallel to its 
base. This made the bullet weak at the base so it would expand and 
engage the rifling when fired. What this meant was that the soldier 
could load it fast and easy like a musket and gain the range and ac- 
curacy of the rifle. The result was the rifled musket, a combination of 
best of all worlds. 
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Some Civil War soldiers still used the musket. Usually a .69-caliber 
weapon, it was loaded with buck and ball, a round bullet capped by 
three buckshot that made the musket a single-barrel shotgun. Since 
distances for accurate fire were rarely over 100 to 200 yards, the mus- 
ket made up with lethality for what it lacked in distant accuracy. Most 
weapons, rifled musket or smooth-bore musket, were fired by placing 
a percussion cap of fulminate of mercury over a nipple in the firing 
mechanism. But some flintlocks were used, especially in the Confed- 
eracy, although flintlocks tended to misfire more and worked not at all 
in the rain. 

To charge a muzzle-loading weapon under fire was not easy. It re- 
quired iron discipline and rote memory. Most Civil War soldiers used 
paper cartridges, hollow tubes of paper tied off at the top, followed by 
bullet and powder. The back or base was covered by folding the paper 
tube over on itself to keep it all in place. The soldier tore the paper open 
at it base with his front teeth, poured the powder down the barrel, and 
followed it with the bullet and then the rest of the paper as a wad to seal 
it all tight with a tap from the ramrod. 

But it had to be done to a regular rhythm, less something be for- 
gotten and the weapon not fire properly. Hence, the soldier learned to 
load by the numbers in nine counts, or load-in-nine-times (it beat the 
twelve counts that flintlocks and loose powder and bullet required). 
It went something like this: One—LOAD, the soldier grounded his 
piece with the ramrod channel under the rifled musket barrel facing 
him; Two—HANDLE CARTRIDGE, he pulled a cartridge from his 
cartridge box and inserted the tail in his mouth; Three—TEAR CAR- 
TRIDGE, he tore the cartridge and placed it at the muzzle; Four— 
CHARGE CARTRIDGE, he poured the powder down the barrel and 
placed the bullet in the muzzle; Five—DRAW RAMMER, the soldier 
drew the ramrod out of its pocket beneath the barrel, placing its wider 
head against the bullet point; Six—RAM CARTRIDGE, the soldier 
rammed the cartridge to the bottom of the barrel, seating it against the 
powder (veterans marked the correct depth on the rammer); Seven— 
RETURN RAMMER, the ramrod was replaced in the pocket beneath 
the barrel; Eight— PRIME, the soldier brought the piece up under his 
right arm, holding it in his left hand, half cocking it and reaching for 
a percussion cap in his cap box and placing it on the cap nipple of the 
piece; Nine—READY, the soldier is ready to fire at command or at 
will. 
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A similar drill was followed in the artillery, the piece being much 
bigger and each step carried out by one man. 


LOGAN’S CROSSROADS, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAM- 
PAIGN. 


LONGSTREET, JAMES (1821-1904). A Confederate Civil War hero, 
James Longstreet became one of the most noted and reviled of South- 
ern Scalawags (q.v.) during Reconstruction. Born in South Carolina 
and raised in Georgia by his uncle, Longstreet graduated from the 
USS. Military Academy in 1842. He served with the infantry in Mex- 
ico and was severely wounded at Chapultepec. After the war he 
stayed in the army and rose to the rank of major in the paymaster’s 
department. Resigning his commission in 1861, Longstreet entered 
the Confederate service as a brigadier general. His brigade was 
lightly engaged on the flanks of the battlefield at First Manassas 
(q.v.). He served under Joseph Johnston in the Peninsula Campaign 
(qq.v.) and fought indecisively at Fair Oaks before Richmond. Under 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.), who had replaced the wounded Johnston, 
Longstreet commanded one of the assault divisions that drove the 
Union army from the environs of the Confederate capital. 

Lee then divided his army between Longstreet and Thomas J. 
“Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) for the drive on Washington that resulted 
in the Battles of Second Manassas and Antietam Creek (qq.v.). Re- 
treating to Fredericksburg (q.v.), Longstreet still commanded half of 
Lee’s army when his men defeated the Union forces at the stone wall 
before Marye’s Heights. Always maneuvering for an independent 
command, but never able to shine alone, Longstreet spent the spring 
of 1863 at Suffolk, Virginia, where he once again was mediocre in 
operations. Back with Lee as a corps commander, Longstreet made 
numerous controversial moves at Gettysburg (q.v.) that critics 
(spurred on by his becoming a Republican [q.v.] after the war) 
claimed cost Lee the battle. In the fall of 1863, most of Longstreet’s 
corps went to the western theater of war to near Chattanooga (q.v.), 
where they proved to be a decisive force at Chickamauga for the 
South. But Longstreet joined the other corps commanders in quarrel- 
ing with his inept superior, Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.), and received 
an independent assignment to recapture Knoxville (q.v.) from the 
Yankees. Longstreet bungled the job once again. Back in Virginia 
with Lee in the 1864 Richmond Campaign (q.v.), Longstreet’s corps 
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saved Lee’s army at the Wilderness. But the general was severely 
wounded in the neck by his own men in a friendly fire incident (these 
were quite common in the Civil War) and missed the rest of the 1864 
battles. Rejoining Lee in 1865, Longstreet surrendered with him at 
Appomattox (q.v.). 

At the end of the Civil War, Longstreet was a civilian for the first 
time in his life. He moved to New Orleans and became a cotton bro- 
ker and sold insurance. He was doing reasonably well in business at 
the time of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). A local newspa- 
per asked several prominent citizens, including Longstreet, to advise 
the state on how to proceed in the chaotic times that faced them. 
Longstreet answered immediately and recommended that New Or- 
leans, Louisiana, and the South follow the congressional plan to the 
letter. After all, Longstreet reminded his readers, the South had lost 
the war. Had Longstreet stopped here, nothing more would have been 
said. But somehow, once started, he could not keep his opinions out 
of print. He began writing the newspaper on his own volition and 
each time he got deeper and deeper in trouble. He spoke with the 
“bluntness of a soldier,” when the evasiveness of a diplomat might 
have served him better. 

Longstreet was appalled that citizens and the press had miscon- 
strued him to be a Southern traitor. He tried to explain himself in 
other letters but no one was listening anymore. He wrote Gen. Lee 
and asked his endorsement. Lee refused. He was willing to obey the 
laws, but he would not endorse the course of “the dominant party” as 
Longstreet had done, which Lee viewed as “a great mistake.” 
Longstreet’s business and social connections fell away. Congress did 
relieve him of his political proscriptions (some protested because he 
did not ask that it be done), and when a fellow army friend, Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.), became president in 1869, he offered Longstreet the 
post of surveyor of customs for the Port of New Orleans. Broke and 
without job prospects, Longstreet accepted and became the Scalawag 
in fact as well as name. That the customs house was the center of the 
most radical and corrupt carpetbaggers (q.v.) in Louisiana did not 
help the general’s reputation any. 

In support of the Republican administration of Louisiana, 
Longstreet was involved in the final battle against the White League 
(q.v.) as the forces of Redemption (q.v.) swept the state in 1874. In 
June the general led the militia and police in the Third Battle of New 
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Orleans (q.v.) (or the Battle of Canal Street) when the Republicans 
contested with the pro-Democrat White League for control of the 
city. Valiantly, Longstreet rode forward to order the White Leaguers 
to disperse. The front rank pulled him from his horse and opened fire 
on the Republican militia and police. Without their leader, 
Longstreet’s men broke and ran. The general was hit by a spent bul- 
let, probably from his own men. 

Longstreet survived his wound and the White Leaguers let him go. 
Republicanism in Louisiana was dead, and his reputation ruined. He 
moved back to Georgia, where he lived out his long life. He still ac- 
cepted federal appointments as his income. He was at various mo- 
ments in the next twenty-five years U.S. minister to Turkey, U.S. 
marshal for Georgia, and U.S. railway commissioner. His political 
jobs became his livelihood. He remarried late in life and his new wife 
became one of his principal defenders as die-hard Democrats at- 
tacked him through his wartime command actions. Led by Jubal 
Early (q.v.), they accused him of dragging his feet at Gettysburg and 
costing the South the whole war. Longstreet answered his critics in 
his own volume, From Manassas to Appomattox, published eight 
years before he died. This book was reinforced by his wife’s biogra- 
phy of him after his death. 


LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA 


CAMPAIGN. 
LOPEZ, NARCISO. See FILIBUSTERING. 


LOUDON. See KNOXVILLE CAMPAIGN. 
LOUISIANA EXPERIMENT. Nowhere in the South did Reconstruc- 


tion last longer than in Louisiana. This was due partly to the fact that 
Union forces occupied the southeastern third of the state early in 
1862; the complexities of the state’s population, which included cos- 
mopolitan New Orleans with its industrial and laboring classes and the 
largest group of immigrants outside of New York City; a countryside 
made up of large slaveholding plantations and small nonslaveholding 
farms; a large black contingent that included not only slaves of vary- 
ing skills, ranging from farm hands to artisans, but also numerous free 
persons of color, some of whom owned slaves and plantations of their 
own; the largest and best educated group of African Americans in the 
South, mostly located in New Orleans and many of whom had the 
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blood of the finest white families of the state in their veins; and the 
fact that politics in Louisiana can best be described as a blood sport, 
full of intricacies that boggle the mind of ordinary mortals, which 
caused the Reconstruction process to last until 1877. 

The first military ground commander in Louisiana was the infamous 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler (q.v.), fresh from Fortress Monroe, 
Virginia, where he had declared runaway slaves behind his lines to be 
contraband (q.v.), initiating one of the first freedom policies of the war. 
Butler’s first goal in Louisiana was to stabilize the civilian population 
to prevent it from interfering with the movement of his troops and 
spreading the dreaded yellow fever so prevalent in the region. As 
blacks comprised more than half of the population of the area he occu- 
pied, he turned his attention to them right off. No blacks were allowed 
in army camps and the city of New Orleans. Those who fled to the 
Union lines were immediately corralled and shipped back to their 
home plantations or consigned to augment the workforce of nearby 
plantations. Military power was to enforce this policy, making Butler 
in Louisiana quite the reverse from the abolitionist (q.v.) general he 
was later portrayed as based on his Virginia record. 

Under fire from subordinates and politicians back North for his 
reenslaving policies, Butler made a few modifications in his policy 
that summer. Goaded on by unruly abolitionist subordinates, the threat 
of Confederate attack on Baton Rouge, and the Union War Depart- 
ment, Butler enrolled the Louisiana Native Guards in three regiments 
in the summer of 1862. These were free blacks from New Orleans 
who had stood side by side with Andrew Jackson during the War of 
1812 and whose organization had been kept by the state. Contrary to 
existing custom in the rest of the nation, the Native Guards had their 
own black officers, once commissioned by the state of Louisiana. 

Having duly astonished his critics on the black soldier (q.v.) issue, 
Butler rounded up all contrabands and sent them only to loyal citi- 
zens’ plantations south of New Orleans. All an owner had to do to 
demonstrate loyalty was sign a contract that regulated hours of labor 
and stipulated a small salary for the black laborers assigned to him. 
Past or present political affinities were not important. 

By January 1863, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) had removed 
Butler from command and replaced him with a less controversial 
man, Bvt. Maj. Gen. Nathaniel P. Banks, like Butler a Massachusetts 
Democrat turned Republican (q.v.). Indeed, except for regularizing 
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the rules, all Banks did different from Butler was ask for planter in- 
put. He got it. In February 1863, the planters’ committee reported. It 
stressed the need for discipline of the black workforce, a restoration 
of civilian government and the re-creation of patrols to search for 
stray freedmen, and the protection of federal military units. 

Banks promised to hold blacks to their contracts and stifle labor 
complaints through a new military agency (variously called the Com- 
mission of Negro Affairs under the corrupt George Hanks or the Bu- 
reau of Free Labor led by the capable Thomas Conway) to supervise 
the labor contract process. The agency was also to provide for black 
medical care and education, but the small sums allocated for these 
functions compromised their importance. Federal troops were pro- 
vided to keep order in the planting areas. 

When it came to the enrollment of black soldiers, Banks altered 
Butler’s program significantly. Butler had enlisted the Louisiana Na- 
tive Guards with their black officer corps intact. This would not do— 
making African Americans officers and by implication gentlemen. 
No other black regiments in the country had such a luxury. The rule 
was black troops led by white officers. So Banks began to purge the 
black officers from the service. He then expanded the “Corps 
d’ Afrique,” as he now labeled the Native Guards, into twenty regi- 
ments. When necessary, black recruits were dragooned off planta- 
tions or the streets of New Orleans. Organized into a brigade under 
Bvt. Brig. Gen. Daniel Ullmann (who had done most of the recruit- 
ing and training), the Corps d’ Afrique played a key role in the cap- 
ture of Port Hudson (q.v.) in 1863, a post north of Baton Rouge that 
along with Vicksburg had blocked the river for the Confederacy. 

The arrival of the Department of the Treasury in the summer of 
1862 to engage in the cotton and sugar trade discomfited Banks some- 
what more than it had Butler, who ignored it so long as he received his 
portion of the accompanying graft. But Banks was different—he was 
basically honest. Seeking to compromise him, the treasury agents 
protested that Banks was in league with the planters and had virtually 
reenslaved the contrabands. Banks retorted that the treasury men were 
trading across enemy lines and aiding the armies opposed to him. 
Only the fact that the treasury program relied on army supplies and 
protection kept them from Banks’s throat. The general helped his case 
by telling Lincoln that a speedy, easy Reconstruction depended upon 
keeping the planters on his side. 
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Hence, Banks did not report attempts by black leaders to obtain in- 
tegrated public services, land, and the right to vote, much of which 
was cheered by white workers in New Orleans, led by Thomas J. Du- 
rant, a utopian socialist newspaper editor and labor organizer. Banks 
ignored Durant and the workingmen of New Orleans for a govern- 
ment based on planter support led by Michael Hahn, a pliable man 
who did Banks’s bidding and created a reconstructed government 
based on the old 1852 state constitution cleansed of slavery rather 
than a new document that would have liberalized the representation 
of working-class whites. 

Unfortunately, Banks had to produce a military victory to validate 
his Reconstruction program, and here he faltered. In the 1864 Red 
River Campaign (q.v.), Banks lived up to his moniker, “Nothing Pos- 
itive,” and allowed an inferior Confederate force to run his men off 
the field at Mansfield and Pleasant Hill. A disappointed Lincoln di- 
vided Banks’s command area in half on the Mississippi River and re- 
placed him with Bvt. Maj. Gen. Stephen A. Hurlbut in the East and 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. E. R. S. Canby (q.v.) in the West. Under the new ad- 
ministration in 1865, the treasury men proposed new regulations that 
greatly liberalized discipline and increased wages, but the planters 
appealed to the local provost marshals, who sided with them. Acting 
on the provosts’ reports, Gen. Hurlbut basically continued Banks’s 
old contract labor program until the arrival of the Freedmen’s Bureau 
(q.v.) later that same year, whose first head in Louisiana would be 
Thomas Conway, the former head of Banks’s Bureau of Free Labor. 
The wartime labor system in Louisiana as elsewhere was not one of 
slavery, but it was not of freedom, either. It set a precedent for the 
Black Codes (q.v.), tenantry, and the lien that followed. 


LOUISIANA UNIFICATION MOVEMENT. Made up of business- 
and plantation-oriented whites, the Louisiana Unifiers were disgusted 
by the excesses of the carpetbagger (q.v.) governments in the state, 
particularly the high property taxes that went to pay for what the rich 
saw as unnecessary governmental expense. It was obvious that the 
major bloc of Reconstruction supporters were the African Americans. 
Unlike many other Southern whites, the rich had little to fear from 
contact or social competition with blacks. They had driven them as 
slaves, so they would never be economically, politically, or socially 
challenged by them. They knew how to “manage” blacks. At least so 
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they thought. These Scalawags (q.v.) offered the blacks civil rights 
while they received lower taxes and internal improvements (levees 
and railroads). The union faltered when upper-class whites refused to 
permit social equality as well. This demonstrated to white politicians 
of all levels that the ultimate redemption of the South would rest with 
white unity reinforced by the terror instituted by the Knights of the 
White Camellia and the White League (qq.v.). 


LYNCH, JAMES (1838-1872). Born in Baltimore in 1838 of a free 
mulatto father, a merchant who had just purchased the freedom of his 
wife, James Lynch was educated in Maryland and New Hampshire. 
Lynch entered the ministry at age nineteen and served pulpits in Indi- 
ana and Illinois. In the latter state, he married and then moved with his 
bride to Philadelphia, where he edited The Recorder, a popular 
Methodist magazine. He stayed in Philadelphia until 1864, when he 
went to Georgia and set up a church and schools for freedmen at Sa- 
vannah after its capture by Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s (q.v.) 
army. Lynch was an accomplished speaker and organizer, and when he 
heard that local blacks expected to gain land and live separately from 
whites, he rebuked them and spoke of the need for an integrated soci- 
ety of all races after the war. Lynch soon returned to Philadelphia and 
stayed for the next two years. When Congress passed the Military Re- 
construction Acts in 1867 (q.v.), he went to Mississippi along with Hi- 
ram Revels (q.v.) to be the “religious and moral educator of my race,” 
as he put it. Lynch saw it as his duty to assist the less fortunate blacks 
make the transition from slavery to freedom. 

Early on Lynch realized that if he were to have a proper impact on 
Mississippi Reconstruction he would have to enter politics. Lynch 
served as a registrar of voters. He impressed upon Mississippi’s 
blacks the necessity of voting the Republican (q.v.) ballot and trust- 
ing in the congressional solution for Reconstruction. But Lynch was 
against the Union Loyal Leagues (q.v.) as too provocative to whites. 
Nonetheless, his political organization of freedmen under the party 
banner brought him to the attention of its leaders, and they made him 
vice president of the Mississippi Republican Party. Lynch went to 
work traveling the backcountry and speaking on behalf of the consti- 
tutional convention, a courageous act as blacks had never done this 
before. As Lynch spoke on the necessity of blacks and whites coop- 
erating in the new society, he was received well by both races. He 
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himself did not serve in the convention, but he had done much to give 
it its Republican majority and many of its seventeen black members. 
Lynch was not happy with the disfranchising and officeholding pro- 
scriptions against former Confederates. He believed them wrong in 
principle and also for the practical reason that they gave Conserva- 
tive whites a free rallying point. But his church work kept him from 
influencing the proceedings. 

Eventually, the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration adopted the 
view held by Lynch and Republican moderates in the state and sepa- 
rated the proscriptive clauses from the rest of the constitution. The 
proscriptions failed and the constitution passed. Lynch sided with 
James L. Alcorn (q.v.), Mississippi’s Scalawag (q.v.) governor, in a 
moderate course and opened the Colored Citizen, a newspaper at 
Jackson of which he was editor. Lynch appreciated the work of the 
Radical Republicans (q.v.) for blacks civil rights but maintained that 
proscriptions against whites would upset the whole program in the 
long run. 

But there was one point that Lynch was not willing to compromise: 
the equal treatment of blacks under the law. He also believed that of- 
fices should be apportioned among the races so that all would get a 
chance to serve. For these principles he was willing to accept segre- 
gated schools and individual social preferences. He believed that full 
access to public accommodations would come in due time as soon as 
blacks demonstrated their capabilities to rule. Unfortunately, his main 
problem turned out not to be native Mississippians but Yankee car- 
petbaggers (q.v.) who talked up a good program in league with 
blacks, only not to let them participate. In the new order, however, 
Lynch was elected secretary of state for the new James L. Alcorn ad- 
ministration. He was responsible for election administration, pro- 
curement of election data, state printing (a fine patronage opportu- 
nity), accounting for and disposing of state lands (he began to clear 
up the muddle from before the war and get many assigned to educa- 
tional purposes), and serving on the state board of education. Lynch 
also began to look into the pernicious effects of the sharecrop and 
tenantry system that would plague generations of Southern farmers, 
black and white. 

Lynch took to the stump in the state by-elections of 1871 to cam- 
paign for Republican candidates. He seemed to sense that his influ- 
ence was waning, a conviction made solid when he failed to gain the 
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party’s congressional nomination from the Jackson-Vicksburg dis- 
trict in 1872. White carpetbaggers were unwilling to have a black 
man of such demonstrated abilities as Lynch in the party, and enough 
black partisans went along to try and discredit him for their own gain. 
New heroes such as the more radical Adelbert Ames and John R. 
Lynch (qq.v.) (unrelated to James) came to the fore. Lynch cam- 
paigned nationally for the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) ticket in 1872, and 
upon his return from the North he was stricken with Bright’s disease, 
complicated by a bronchial ailment. He died in December 1872 at 
age thirty-four and was buried in the white Greenwood Cemetery at 
Jackson. 


LYNCH, JOHN R. (1847-1939). Born on a Louisiana plantation to a 
slave mother and her white master, John R. Lynch’s father died be- 
fore he could complete the formalities of emancipation. The executor 
of the will promptly sold the boy and mother to Mississippi and the 
family was split up, with Lynch working on a plantation outside of 
Natchez. When federal occupation troops came into the area in 1863, 
Lynch and other slaves fled to their camps and became free. He tried 
to pick up the elements of an education while still a slave, but his 
owners frowned on bondsmen who appeared to want to know too 
much. In 1866 he went to school at a Northern white missionary’s es- 
tablishment, but overall Lynch’s education remained informal at best, 
prompted by a curiosity for books and newspapers that never ended. 
As he read he learned to convey his thoughts to others, developing an 
ability for public speaking and debate that would later prove invalu- 
able. In 1867, when the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) opened 
the world of politics for the South’s blacks, Lynch was just twenty 
years old. But nonetheless he became active in political organizations 
like the Union League (q.v.) and wrote and spoke on behalf of the 
new state constitution. In 1869, the state’s military governor, Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Adelbert Ames (q.v.), made Lynch a justice of the peace at 
age twenty-one. 

He was soon elected by local blacks to the state legislature, where 
he served until 1873. He served on committees on elections, educa- 
tion, justice, and election credentials (which judged if members de- 
served to be seated from their districts) and advanced to speaker of 
the house. When the house could not agree to a congressional redis- 
tricting plan, it placed the project solely in Lynch’s hands. He drew 
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up the districts, and the members agreed that it was well done, with 
five districts safely Republican and one Democratic (qq.v.). In 1872, 
he was sent to the Republican national convention and returned home 
to defeat a white carpetbagger (q.v.) for the honor of representing 
Mississippi in Congress. At age twenty-six he was the youngest 
member in the Forty-third Congress. His major interest was Charles 
Sumner’s (q.v.) Civil Rights Bill that would guarantee entrance into 
public accommodations for all Americans regardless of race, which 
he saw as “an act of simple justice.” 

Meanwhile, Democrats took the state government and proceeded 
to redistrict the state’s congressional delegation. This forced Lynch to 
run against Col. James R. Chalmers, a popular Confederate cavalry 
leader. Lynch was promptly counted out and the new Democrat- 
controlled Congress refused to accept his challenge to the vote totals. 
In 1880, Lynch ran against Chalmers again. Once again Lynch chal- 
lenged the final vote count in which thousands of black votes were 
challenged and thrown out. This time Lynch’s principled appeal was 
favorably received and he was seated. But Lynch had to rerun almost 
at once, because of the length of the appeal. In 1882, he lost a fair 
race to a white Democrat by 800 votes. Lynch also continued to serve 
as the head of the state Republican machine, which he ran in league 
with Blanche K. Bruce (q.v.) and James Hill, two other African 
American politicians in Mississippi. During this time he served as 
preliminary chairman of the 1884 Republican national convention 
and in his keynote address publicly condemned Democrats for their 
continued vote fraud in Mississippi. It would take seventy-four years 
before a black man would give a keynote address to another national 
convention of either party. 

Lynch’s retirement from politics and the stirrings of disfranchisement 
of blacks all over the South by 1890 caused him to be active in other 
ways. He declined a political appointment offered by President Grover 
Cleveland, because he believed that it was contrary to his political loy- 
alties. He did serve as fourth auditor of the Treasury Department under 
Benjamin Harrison, a Republican. He bought and sold real estate in 
Mississippi and actually became quite wealthy. He also began to study 
law formally and passed the bar exam in 1896 on the second try. But be- 
fore he could do much with his certificate, the Spanish-American War 
intervened. Lynch received a commission as an army paymaster from 
President William McKinley, whom Lynch knew from his service in 
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Congress. Paymasters got to travel a lot, and since Lynch had recently 
divorced, he found much diverting pleasure in his job. He stayed in the 
service until 1911, when he retired and married again. This time Lynch 
moved to Chicago and lived a life of retirement. But he kept a hand in 
politics and became an advisor to Congressmen Oscar DePriest, one of 
the first blacks elected from a Northern district as a result of the African 
American migration northward during World War I. 

Lynch also continued to write and speak on topics of interest to 
black Americans. He was highly critical of white history of Recon- 
struction and wrote his own book detailing what had “really” hap- 
pened in Mississippi after the Civil War. He died in 1939. 


LYNCHBURG, BATTLE OF. See WASHINGTON, EARLY’S RAID 
ON. 


—-M- 


McCARDLE, EX PARTE (1868). The U.S. Supreme Court case Geor- 
gia v. Stanton (qq.v.) involved investigating whether it was actually a 
state and could bring suit, but no such difficulty adhered to the liti- 
gation in ex parte McCardle, a case that concerned the rights of an in- 
dividual and was fully within the Court’s jurisdiction. William H. 
McCardle was a very vocal newspaper editor in Vicksburg, Missis- 
sippi. He was unalterably opposed to the Military Reconstruction 
Acts (q.v.) and editorialized against them to the point of vituperation. 
His basic contention was people should not obey these laws, but boy- 
cott them. He published lists of those whites who cooperated with the 
federal authorities, so that the town might properly ostracize them. 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. E. O. C. Ord, commanding the Fourth Military Dis- 
trict (Mississippi and Arkansas), had him arrested and charged in 
front of a military tribunal with disturbing the peace and inciting in- 
surrection. McCardle appealed his case to the U.S. Supreme Court 
asking for a writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). It looked a lot like the Mil- 
ligan (q.v.) case except that there was no Civil War. If it were ruled 
upon on the same principles, much of the impact of Reconstruction 
would be nullified, as arguments before the Court on the comprehen- 
siveness and unconstitutionality of a military commander’s civil 
powers under the Military Reconstruction Acts aptly showed. 
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Congress had gone through too much with President Andrew John- 
son (q.v.) to allow a bunch of legal theorists sitting isolated from the 
realities of the world to derail its intent in Reconstruction. After a few 
false starts that were definitely too radical for most members, it 
added an amendment on a simple bill that allowed the Court to re- 
view certain laws. The amendment would negate the Court’s right to 
hear appeals under the Habeas Corpus Act of 1867 (q.v.), the measure 
McCardle had used in his suit challenging the army’s carrying out of 
the Military Reconstruction Acts. Ironically, the act had been passed 
to protect freedmen and army and Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) officers 
from adverse action in hostile state courts. Now it was being used to 
protect one of their critics. This changed the case from one concern- 
ing Reconstruction and individual rights to one about the right of 
Congress to change the Supreme Court’s appellate jurisdiction, a 
right guaranteed to Congress in the Constitution and something that 
the American Bar Association has tried repeatedly to change in the 
twentieth century through constitutional amendment without success 
(the Court’s original jurisdiction is unchangeable and also defined in 
the Constitution). The Court immediately put off a decision in the 
case until the following year, when it confirmed Congress’s action 
without examining its motive and dropped the McCardle case com- 
pletely without decision. 


McCLELLAN, GEORGE B. (1826-1885). He had everything handed 
to him on a silver platter. George B. McClellan was born in Philadel- 
phia, had a good education, possessed a fine mind, was handsome, 
read several modern and classical languages, had an engaging per- 
sonality, and possessed great energy. He graduated second in the 
class of 1846 after entering West Point two years underage by special 
permission, was part of Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott’s (q.v.) staff in 
the War with Mexico, won three brevets for heroism, received a pres- 
tigious appointment to be among the American board of observers 
during the Crimean War, wrote an excellent tactical report of opera- 
tions there, and invented the cavalry saddle that bore his name and 
was used by American horse soldiers for nearly a century. 

But the pre—Civil War army was no place for a young man as on 
the go as George B. McClellan. He resigned his commission to be- 
come a civil engineer and vice president of the Illinois Central Rail- 
road at an unheard of salary for the time of $10,000 annually. One of 
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his corporate lawyers was a relatively unknown Illinois politician 
named Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). When the war began, McClellan ac- 
cepted the best position offered him, command of all Ohio state 
troops. He showed an immediate flare for the organization, adminis- 
tration, and training of men. He led his men south of the Ohio River, 
into what would become West Virginia, and won several key battles. 
At least McClellan got credit for the victories. He was rarely on the 
field. But he had good subordinates, such as William C. Rosecrans 
and Joseph Jones Reynolds (qq.v.). They even defeated Virginia’s top 
general, a man named Robert E. Lee (q.v.). 

Then Lincoln called him to Washington. McClellan was just 
thirty-five years old. He was known by all as “Young Napoléon.” 
After all, he had won in the mountains just like his namesake had 
done in Italy, decades before. Initially, McClellan was just the man 
for the job. He was arrogant and haughty, leaving a waiting Presi- 
dent Lincoln standing unrecognized as McClellan went past his par- 
lor door and up to bed, as only the rich can be. But he created a won- 
derful army, the Army of the Potomac. Again, his ability to organize, 
administer, and train men shone forth. He loved his men. They loved 
him and his flashy staff, people with foreign dignitaries. He was the 
only general that the soldiers would drop everything for to cheer as 
he passed by, always at a gallop. It would be McClellan’s force that 
would win the war in the East—the one that he set up that winter of 
1861. It would be his greatest contribution to the war effort. But he 
never seemed to realize that it was the nation’s army, not his per- 
sonal bodyguard. 

McClellan could get away with his arrogance, provided he pro- 
duced victories. But he did not. His plans were brilliant. His execu- 
tion was usually good, but at times slow. But his fighting of battles 
was horrible. McClellan was always creating problems for himself. 
He overestimated the size of the Confederate armies facing him, re- 
lying on the already exaggerated reports of Alan Pinkerton, the fa- 
mous detective and McClellan’s head of military intelligence. He de- 
layed advancing upon the Confederates in front of Washington in 
1861 until they had withdrawn and the nation found out all those en- 
emy cannon were painted tree trunks. 

McClellan countered with a fabulous plan to attack Richmond in 
the Peninsula Campaign (q.v.). Then he allowed the Rebels to finesse 
him into a prolonged siege, when a quick attack would have won the 
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day. He got trapped away from his base in front of Richmond, 
changed it to another location, thereby outwitting Lee, no mean feat. 
But he bogged down writing President Lincoln political advice in his 
Harrison’s Landing letter (q.v.) and lost his army as Lincoln with- 
drew it and gave it to Maj. Gen. John Pope (q.v.). 

When Pope lost Second Manassas (q.v.), who but McClellan could 
ride out to the defeated, dejected army coming in from Centerville 
and restore its morale by his mere appearance? And it was “Little 
Mac” who led that revitalized army west out of Washington to fight 
the Battle of Antietam Creek (q.v.), the bloodiest single day’s combat 
of the war. His victory there permitted Lincoln to issue the prelimi- 
nary Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.). 

But the problem was what McClellan did not do. He failed to retake 
the initiative from Lee during the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.) after ad- 
ministering a defeat to the Confederates at Mechanicsville. He did the 
same after administering another defeat on Lee at Malvern Hill. Either 
move might have won the capture of Richmond. But the worst was 
Antietam Creek. After decimating Lee’s army, which numbered less 
than half of his own force, McClellan refused to send his last corps into 
the fight to win and let Lee stare him down the following day before 
the Confederates defiantly withdrew across the Potomac without being 
molested. Then he saw the Confederate cavalry ride around his whole 
army and get away untouched, just as they had done during the Penin- 
sula Campaign three months earlier. He magnified the reasons why he 
could not advance. Lincoln removed him at once after the election of 
1862 (q.v.), even though he feared an army rebellion might result. 

Then in the election of 1864 (q.v.), McClellan accepted the nomi- 
nation of the Democratic Party (q.v.) for president, running on a 
peace platform, which he rejected. It was truly his public Waterloo. 
Not even the men who had cheered him as he rode by just two years 
earlier voted for him. Indeed, it was the soldiers’ vote that defeated 
him. McClellan retired to Europe, but returned to be the administra- 
tor of the New York City docks and governor of New Jersey. He spent 
the final years of his life writing McClellan’s Own Story, an excellent 
defense of his military career. 


McDONALD, JOHN. See WHISKEY RING SCANDAL. 


McDOWELL, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAM- 
PAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 
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MALVERN HILL, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. 


MANASSAS, FIRST BATTLE OF. Spurred on by the newspapers 
and impatient politicians, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) ordered 
his field commander at Washington, Bvt. Brig. Gen. Irvin McDowell, 
to advance and take on the Confederate force around Manassas Junc- 
tion under Brig. Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (q.v.). There were other 
troop concentrations in Virginia. Both sides had small armies in the 
Shenandoah Valley, and the Confederates had forces around Freder- 
icksburg. The basic idea was for the Union troops in the Shenandoah 
Valley, under Maj. Gen. Robert Patterson, to keep the Rebels under 
Brig. Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.) too busy to reinforce Beauregard at 
Manassas. But Patterson withdrew his feint prematurely, and John- 
ston marched most of his men to the Manassas Gap Railroad and rode 
over to Manassas. It was the first use of trains to effect such a move- 
ment in military history. 

Technically, Johnston was the senior Confederate officer on the 
field, but he allowed Beauregard, who knew the terrain, to direct 
the battle while he forwarded troops to threatened positions. The 
Rebels were lined up along the banks of Bull Run. The Yankees had 
probed several fords to the right of the Confederate line on 18 July 
1861, but McDowell and Beauregard had essentially the same 
plan—to fake left and attack right—in effect they would whirl 
around like a great wheel. But McDowell moved first, and the Con- 
federates were immediately on the defensive, warned by their sig- 
nal towers located on key hills in the area. 

McDowell’s attack initially went quite well. With the Union troops 
striking a weak spot in Beauregard’s line, the Confederates fell back 
up the slopes of Henry Hill. At the top stood one of Johnston’s 
brigades under the command of Brig. Gen. Thomas J. Jackson (q.v.). 
Standing firm, “like a stone wall,” according to one observer, Jack- 
son and his men caused the Union attack to bog down. Meanwhile, 
numerous reinforcements sent forward by Johnston extended the 
Rebel line to the left until it overlapped the Federals. Then, follow- 
ing a cavalry charge under Col. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.), the Rebels ad- 
vanced, with Brig. Gen. Edmund Kirby Smith’s (q.v.) infantry 
brigade leading the way. The Yankees lost two regular artillery bat- 
teries and a covering force of Fire Zouaves, elite troops from New 
York City fire companies. 
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As the Union soldiers withdrew on 21 July, a Confederate artillery 
battery hit the stone bridge across Cub Run in the center of the re- 
treat. Panic ensued, which was complicated by terrified civilians who 
had come out from Washington to have a picnic lunch and watch the 
hoped-for Federal victory. The Federals did not stop running until 
they reached Washington, but the Confederates were too exhausted 
and inexperienced to pursue. The Rebels lost about 2,000, mostly 
killed and wounded, while the Union lost 2,600 casualties, including 
1,200 prisoners. If nothing else, First Manassas demonstrated that it 
was going to be a longer war than expected. 


MANASSAS, SECOND BATTLE OF. See MANASSAS CAM- 
PAIGN, SECOND. 


MANASSAS CAMPAIGN, SECOND. With Maj. Gen. George B. 
McClellan’s (q.v.) Union army idle under the U.S. Navy guns at Har- 
rison’s Landing at the end of the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.), Gen. 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.) sent about a third of his army north under Maj. 
Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) to Gordonsville on the 
Virginia Central Railroad to meet a new threat posed by the advance 
of Maj. Gen. John Pope’s (q.v.) Army of Virginia. Composed of three 
corps of Federal soldiers once independently under John Charles Fré- 
mont (q.v.), Nathaniel P. Banks, and Irvin McDowell, Pope’s army 
was to advance down the Orange and Alexandria Railroad to draw 
some of Lee’s forces away from Richmond, protect the Shenandoah 
Valley, and guard Washington from Confederate attack. Frémont re- 
fused to serve under Pope, whom he outranked, and was replaced by 
Maj. Gen. Franz Sigel. 

Pope’s advance in late summer 1862 marked a new Union get-tough 
policy in the Civil War. He was to vigorously apply all of the provi- 
sions of the Confiscation Acts (q.v.) against Confederate civilians, root 
out partisan activity by punishing the neighborhoods in which they op- 
erated, summarily execute anyone who fired upon Federal troops, and 
arrest any avowedly disloyal males caught behind his lines. Above all, 
as Pope told his angered soldiers, he was from the West, demanded vig- 
orous execution of his orders, and expected his men to advance and 
fight against the enemy, and not to run and show their backs as they 
were in the habit of doing so far. The Radical Republicans (q.v.) loved 
Pope and his harsh pronouncements, and he was received joyously by 
the Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War (q.v.). 
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Jackson saw immediately that Pope’s three corps were widely scat- 
tered. He moved on the closest, commanded by Maj. Gen. Banks, an 
old Shenandoah Valley opponent (and incompetent), hoping to crush 
it and then operate between the other two, defeating them in detail. 
Jackson was in for a surprise as Banks moved forward quickly and 
hit him head on at Cedar Mountain, scattering two of Jackson’s own 
divisions. It was only when Maj. Gen. A. Powell Hill’s large division 
came up late in the day and threw Banks back that Jackson could 
claim a victory. 

Realizing that McClellan’s troops were being withdrawn and sent 
to Pope, Lee decided to leave a token force at Harrison’s Landing and 
join Jackson to defeat Pope, whose men held the line between Clark’s 
Mountain and Cedar Mountain, before he was reinforced. Lee would 
assemble behind Clark’s Mountain and crush Pope’s left, cutting him 
off from Washington. But the plan was compromised when Pope’s 
cavalry took Brig. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart’s (q.v.) men by surprise at 
Verdiersville, capturing Stuart’s fancy, feathered hat as he fled, and a 
copy of Lee’s intentions. Pope rapidly withdrew across the Rappa- 
hannock River to escape Lee’s trap. 

Both armies sparred along the Rappahannock. Pope received rein- 
forcements from McClellan’s army and even from the North Carolina 
coast. Finally, Stuart conducted a raid of his own behind Pope to 
Union headquarters at Catlett’s Station and captured Pope’s uniform 
and his plans. Stuart found out that Lee had five days to act before 
the bulk of McClellan’s army arrived to assist Pope. 

Lee sent Stuart’s cavalry and Jackson with half of his whole army 
on an extended raid deep behind Pope’s position to his supply base at 
Manassas Junction. Pope saw Jackson leave, but took no action. He 
saw the rest of Lee’s army depart the same direction the next day, but 
still held firm on the Rappahannock. Then came news that Stuart and 
Jackson were destroying the Union supply base at Manassas Junc- 
tion. Pope immediately sent his forces to the rear, hoping to catch 
Jackson before Lee could get there. He very nearly made it in time, 
because his cavalry under Brig. Gen. John Buford held Lee up for six 
critical hours at Thoroughfare Gap in the Bull Run Mountains. Mean- 
while, Jackson marched his units off from Manassas in every direc- 
tion possible to confuse Pope. But they all met on the evening of 28 
August 1862, at Stony Ridge or Sudley Mountain behind Manassas. 
Then Jackson sent a part of his force down the mountain to attack one 
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of Pope’s wandering brigades in the Battle of Groveton. Pope ordered 
everyone to meet at Manassas the next day to destroy Jackson once 
and for all. 

On 29 August, Pope launched a series of piecemeal attacks on 
Jackson’s position on the mountain. Jackson’s men fired back until 
they began to run out of ammunition. Then, in truly Jacksonian fash- 
ion, they used the bayonet and threw rocks at the advancing Federals. 
Pope was so involved that he failed to perceive that Lee and Maj. 
Gen. James Longstreet had come up on his left flank. When one of 
McClellan’s recent arrivals, Maj. Gen. Fitz John Porter, warned Pope 
about Longstreet’s approach, Pope scoffed and ordered him to move 
in and assist in the attack on Jackson. This opened the way for 
Longstreet, by taking Porter in off his flank. The Confederates read- 
justed their lines, which Pope took to mean that Jackson was retreat- 
ing. He ordered his whole force to take Jackson the next morning. 

The next day, Lee permitted Pope to become thoroughly engaged 
with Jackson before launching Longstreet forward in a massive at- 
tack that swept Pope’s forces from the field. Only a tough rearguard 
action on Henry House Hill permitted his army to escape. Lee then 
sent Jackson north around Pope’s position at Centerville. Jackson 
struck a portion of Pope’s army at Chantilly or Ox Hill in a rainstorm. 
Losing two general officers, Pope accepted reality and retreated into 
the defenses of Washington, a completely beaten man. 


MANIFEST DESTINY. See SOCIAL DARWINISM; SPREAD EA- 
GLE FOREIGN POLICY. 


MANSFIELD, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER CAMPAIGN. 


MARAIS DES CYGNES, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER CAM- 
PAIGN. 


MARCH TO THE SEA. From the middle of November to the middle 
of December 1864, Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.) conducted 
his infamous March to the Sea. After the fall of Atlanta, Confederate 
Lt. Gen. John B. Hood (q.v.) had taken what remained of the Army 
of Tennessee and begun to raid the rail line that supplied Sherman’s 
forces at Atlanta. Sherman proposed an innovative strategy of send- 
ing all of his armies except four infantry corps and one cavalry divi- 
sion back to Nashville. Then Sherman would take twenty days’ ra- 
tions and, living off the land, cut a swath of destruction across 
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Georgia from Atlanta to Savannah. He would organize his infantry 
into two armies, the Army of the Tennessee (led by Maj. Gen. O. O. 
Howard) and the Army of Georgia (Maj. Gen. Henry Slocum), each 
with two corps. The cavalry would be under Maj. Gen. Judson Kil- 
patrick, known as a rambunctious and often irresponsible officer, just 
the kind of man Sherman said he wanted. 

Marching in a wide formation between Augusta and Macon, Sher- 
man sent out special raiding parties, called “bummers,” to collect 
supplies. In the twenty-first century, the destruction Sherman’s sol- 
diers wrought on the civilian population of Georgia is pretty much 
run-of-the-mill —indeed, fairly mild. But to the genteel, nineteenth- 
century mind, what Sherman instituted was a policy of barbarism not 
seen since the Thirty Years’ Wars of religion in Europe during the 
1600s. The main ingredient was terrorism, and Sherman made no 
apologies for it. 

The basic tactic was for a unit of Sherman’s army to march be- 
tween two points until the Confederates committed to defend one. 
Then Sherman’s men took the other. It was a standard tactic adopted 
by the German World War II panzer corps, and they were full of ad- 
miration for Sherman’s march—and other refinements of the art of 
war. Most of the skirmishes (there were no real infantry battles ex- 
cept a small fray with the impotent Georgia militia at Griswoldville 
near Macon) were between cavalry units, ranging far ahead of the in- 
fantry. 

As Sherman marched, so did Georgia’s slaves, following the 
armies to freedom. The bands of freedom seekers got to be so large 
that they became an army unto themselves. This interfered with army 
operations and the soldiers’ abilities to feed themselves—or at least 
the general officers thought so. At Ebenezer Creek, as he approached 
Savannah, Maj. Gen. Jefferson C. Davis (no relation to the Confed- 
erate president, improbable as his name is), one of Sherman’s best 
combat officers and an expert duelist, pulled up the pontoon bridge 
as soon as his XV Corps crossed, leaving the black refugees behind 
to enjoy the tender mercies, if any, of the pursuing Confederate cav- 
alry. 

When confronted, both Davis and Sherman ridiculed such tales as 
Rebel propaganda. But neither was a known advocate of the civil 
rights of African Americans. No one was ever punished for the dis- 
aster at Ebenezer Creek, but Jefferson C. Davis never made major 
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general in the regular army, much to his disappointment. The fault is 
usually credited to his killing another Union general in a Cincinnati 
hotel, but one wonders if the events at Ebenezer Creek did not haunt 
his career, just a little. 

On 13 December, Sherman’s men assaulted the Confederate posi- 
tion at Ft. McAllister outside Savannah. They took the fort in fifteen 
minutes, opening contact with the Union blockade fleet and the rest 
of the outside world. Behind them was a fifty- to sixty-mile-wide 
band of destruction, mostly military targets, claimed Sherman. But he 
saw civilian morale as a military target, which included a lot of 
wrecked and starving plantations and farms, beyond the usual ruined 
railroads and factories. But Sherman was not finished with the South. 
His next target was South Carolina, the seedbed of secession. The 
Carolinas Campaign (q.v.) would make the March to the Sea seem 
like a Sunday picnic by comparison. 


MARKS’ MILLS, BATTLE OF. See CAMDEN CAMPAIGN. 
MARSH, C. P. See BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCANDAL. 


MARYE’S HEIGHTS, BATTLE OF. See CHANCELLORSVILLE 
CAMPAIGN. 


MARYLAND CAMPAIGN. In the wake of the Second Manassas 
Campaign (q.v.) in late August 1862, Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) de- 
cided to invade Maryland even before his men had recovered from 
his previous victories. There were reasons to move fast. The quicker 
the Rebels moved, the less time the defeated Yankees would have to 
reorganize. To defeat the Federals it was necessary to draw them out 
of the Washington fortifications. An invasion of Maryland would do 
this, unlike anything else. Maryland was still distrusted by Northern 
authorities. Lee’s presence there would allow the state to declare for 
the South. Moreover, Maryland had lots of food and forage to feed 
off of. Lee knew that Virginia needed a respite from the armies to har- 
vest its own crops for the coming winter. Finally, never was Europe, 
especially Great Britain, so close to recognizing the Confederacy. A 
Rebel victory in Maryland would do the trick. 

There were several problems with the invasion. The Union still 
held the lower Shenandoah at Harpers Ferry. Lee’s army was ex- 
hausted and ill equipped for an invasion. By subsisting off of the 
land, Lee might alienate the Marylanders more than woo them. Then 
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many of Lee’s men decided that they had enlisted to defend the 
South, not to invade the North. He would go North with fewer men 
than he had had at any time so far. But Lee’s arrival in Frederick 
demonstrated the real problem. No one came to join the cause. By an 
accident of geography, the pro-Rebel parts of Maryland were off to 
the southeast of Washington along the Potomac or in areas of the 
Eastern Shore across the Chesapeake. Lee had arrived in the pro- 
Union part of the state. When Lee issued his proclamation for a freed 
state, nothing happened. 

While Lee waited for Rebel Maryland in vain, President Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.) knew what had to be done to meet the Confederate on- 
slaught. Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.) had to be sent out to 
rally Maj. Gen. John Pope’s (q.v.) dispirited Union troops. Lincoln 
feared that McClellan would never fight with the army, but he would 
reorganize it as no one else could. McClellan went to work. How 
much of a miracle he accomplished in a matter of a week is up to 
speculation, depending on how disorganized the Army of the Po- 
tomac really was. But the job was done, and McClellan had his men 
fanned out west of Washington in short order, looking to pick a fight 
with Lee and his men. 

Meanwhile, Lee decided to consolidate his forces in the Great Val- 
ley west of the Catoctin Mountains. He withdrew from Frederick to 
Boonsboro, sending Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) 
to surround Harpers Ferry and round up the men there whom Mc- 
Clellan had begged Bvt. Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) to have 
withdrawn a week earlier. Jackson lay siege to the town, eventually 
taking 12,500 Yankees prisoner with scores of artillery, wagons, and 
thousands of small arms and ammunition. 

As McClellan moved his army into Lee’s abandoned camps at 
Frederick, luck handed the general a plum. There on the ground, 
wrapped around three precious cigars, was a paper with a heading, 
Special Orders No. 191, Army of Northern Virginia. It was the dis- 
position of Lee’s whole force, unit by unit. (See LEE’S “LOST OR- 
DER”). McClellan had everything he needed to destroy Lee in short 
order—if “Little Mac” moved fast. And therein lay a problem. The 
Army of the Potomac never moved fast. Especially under McClellan. 
But they would give it a try. He decided to wait until morning, not re- 
alizing that there were no Confederates holding the road crossing the 
mountains to Boonsboro. 
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McClellan sent a small force to strike Crampton’s Gap to the 
south. Strange he did not make his main effort there because it was 
on a direct route to save Harpers Ferry and lightly held. But the force 
moved slowly and did not push the Confederates hard, allowing 
Harpers Ferry to fall. The rest of McClellan’s army assaulted the gaps 
on South Mountain on either side of the old National Road headed to- 
ward Boonsboro, now fortified by arriving Confederate troops. The 
result was an all-day battle won by the Yankees. It was the first Union 
victory in the East since Hanover Court House outside Richmond in 
May 1862. 

All McClellan had to do was march to Sharpsburg and he would 
stand between the wings of Lee’s army. He outnumbered the Con- 
federates by two to one. It would be a piece of cake. But McClellan 
stopped on the banks of Antietam Creek for two days, allowing Lee 
to gather his army at Sharpsburg to oppose him. Then Harpers Ferry 
surrendered, freeing much of Jackson’s force to rejoin Lee. Finally, 
on 17 September 1862, McClellan moved. He crossed Antietam 
Creek north of Lee and attacked Jackson. He crossed the creek in the 
center and hit Maj. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.). He set up his ar- 
tillery where it could hit the Rebel positions without being hit back. 
The Rebels called the battle “Artillery Hell.” But the carnage was 
dreadful on both sides. 

All McClellan needed to do to win the day was to strike Lee’s right 
flank near the Potomac. But his commander there, a loveable incom- 
petent, Maj. Gen. Ambrose Burnside (q.v.), sat and stared at a stream 
that was fordable nearly anywhere and wondered how to cross. Fi- 
nally, Burnside stormed the stone bridge that has ever after borne his 
name. The troops charged for a keg of whiskey, military reasons be- 
ing nonsensical to such veterans as they were. Then Burnside had to 
assault an undermanned hill. By three in the afternoon, he had his act 
together, and the Union lines advanced on Sharpsburg. Lee looked on 
as his chief lieutenant on the field, Gen. Longstreet, helped load and 
fire the cannon. It was all over. Then, at the last possible moment, 
Jackson’s last division, his biggest, led by his most aggressive com- 
mander, Maj. Gen. A. Powell Hill, arrived on the Federals’ southern 
flank. The regiments there were newcomers. They broke at the first 
volley. Burnside withdrew, leaving the field to the Rebels. 

There is an old story that McClellan thought to send in his last unit, 
the V Corps under one of his best and most loyal subordinates, Bvt. 
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Maj. Gen. Fitz John Porter. But Porter whispered that he commanded 
the last unit of the last army of the Republic, or something like that. 
McClellan held off. Lee showed his contempt by defiantly holding 
the battlefield one more day, as if to dare McClellan to come on. Then 
he withdrew over the Potomac, slapping back McClellan’s pursuit at 
Shepardstown Ford. Total casualties were around 25,000 on both 
sides —making 17 September 1862 the bloodiest single day’s combat 
in the whole war. 

Lincoln came out to visit McClellan. He wanted him to push on 
into Virginia and hunt Lee down. Instead, McClellan had had to suf- 
fer Brig. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart’s (q.v.) Confederate cavalry ride around 
his whole army again, just like Stuart had done back in June during 
the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). In October, McClellan decided to 
move over the Potomac. In November, after the congressional by- 
elections, which had cost the Republicans (q.v.) many seats, Lincoln 
fired McClellan. The feared army uprising at the demise of the ever- 
popular “Little Mac” never materialized. Lincoln had finally taken 
control of McClellan’s army, “McClellan’s Bodyguard,” as the pres- 
ident had once termed it, forever. 


MAXIMILIAN IN MEXICO. Although the foreign policy of the 
United States was admittedly not the crucial issue facing the nation 
during Reconstruction, rating far behind the Southern question and 
the conquest of the American West, it had important implications for 
the future. It was during Reconstruction that the country took its first 
steps toward world power. One of the men most responsible was Sec- 
retary of State William Seward (q.v.), the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) 
cabinet holdover, who had much domestic influence with President 
Andrew Johnson (q.v.) and almost uncontested mastery in foreign af- 
fairs. The rationale of much of Seward’s policy was the Monroe Doc- 
trine, that cardinal principle of American foreign policy, that no Eu- 
ropean encroachment in the New World would be countenanced. But 
the Civil War had turned American interest inward so much as to per- 
mit the invasion of Mexico by France, on the pretense that French 
claims arising from the constant, violent changes of government 
would not be paid unless Mexico were stabilized from the outside. 
This notion was given much creditability because Mexico had expe- 
rienced thirty-six changes of government and seventy-three presi- 
dents in a mere forty years of independence from Spain. In 1863, 
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France (at first helped by Britain and Spain, who soon withdrew) in- 
vaded Mexico and installed the Austrian archduke, Ferdinand Maxi- 
milian as emperor of Mexico. 

Most Mexicans, especially those interested in republican govern- 
ment, were unwilling to submit to this incursion from the outside. But 
until the end of the American Civil War, the French pretty much had 
kept President Benito Juarez and his supporters driven into the vast- 
ness of the Mexican north. There, they were cut off from much of the 
outside world, a process abetted by the Confederacy, which had 
hoped for French help on the diplomatic scene in exchange. After the 
war, mercenaries from both the Union and the Confederacy drifted 
south to fight on both sides of the Mexican Civil War. Seward had at 
first proposed a declaration of war against this act contrary to the 
Monroe Doctrine, but President Lincoln pointed out that one war at a 
time was enough and they proceeded to concentrate against the Con- 
federates. The Mexican minister to the United States, Matias 
Romero, ably pushed the Lincoln administration to regard the French 
invasion as a joint American problem. Just as Lincoln hoped to pre- 
serve democracy in the United States by crushing the South, Romero 
pointed out it would be but half a victory should Judrez go under at 
the same time south of the border. Unfortunately, Union efforts to 
capture and hold Texas seemed doomed to defeat; indeed, the last 
land battle of the war was a Yankee defeat near Brownsville at Pal- 
metto Ranch (q.v.) in May 1865. 

Meanwhile, increasing losses in men and money and the maneu- 
verings of Otto von Bismarck to unite the various German states into 
one kingdom under Prussia had caused France’s Napoléon III to re- 
consider his Mexican venture. But he needed to somehow save face 
as he pulled out. The Lincoln (and later Andrew Johnson) adminis- 
tration immediately sent 25,000 troops to the Texas border in the 
spring of 1865, not only to force Texas into surrendering, but also 
with an eye to threatening the French across the Rio Grande. Dissat- 
isfied with the slowness of negotiations for the removal of the 28,000 
French soldiers supporting Maximilian, Maj. Gen. Philip Sheridan 
(q.v.) took a federal cavalry contingent right through Texas to the bor- 
der, creating a graphic realization of what could be done should 
France drag its feet. An actual raid across the Rio Grande below 
Brownsville by mercenaries with unofficial Union military support 
compounded the bleak picture awaiting France’s Mexican venture. 
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In Washington, Romero invited Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant or Maj. 
Gen. William T. Sherman (qq.v.) to lead an expedition to relieve 
Juarez, and Grant spoke in favor of it. When he got Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
John Schofield (q.v.) to accept such a commission, Seward appointed 
Schofield to a diplomatic post, to prevent a military response. Seward 
told Schofield to make a nuisance of himself in Paris and tell 
Napoléon to get out of Mexico. But when Schofield got to France, 
Seward’s minister there, John Bigelow, kept him from the govern- 
ment, probably by prior arrangement with Seward. But the point had 
been made—the French expedition was as good as over. In January 
1866, Napoléon III agreed to a staged withdrawal over an eighteen- 
month period. Juarez immediately attacked the withdrawing French, 
using American military equipment somehow “lost” on the border 
and “recovered” by the Mexicans for just that purpose. Maximilian 
unfortunately decided that he had a princely obligation to stay behind 
to “save” Mexico from itself. The result was his capture and execu- 
tion at Querétaro, north of Mexico City, in the spring of 1867. His 
wife, Carlotta, had gone to France to plead for French help and, when 
she heard of her husband’s death, went insane, not dying until 1927. 


MEADE, GEORGE G. (1815-1872). Born of American parents in 
Cadiz, Spain, George Meade received his appointment to West Point 
from Pennsylvania. He graduated in the upper half of the class of 
1835 and served a year in the Seminole War before resigning to be- 
come a civil engineer for a railroad. Meade continued to work as an 
engineer charting the mouth of the Mississippi and as a surveyor on 
the northeastern boundary between the United States and Canada. In 
1842, he rejoined the army as a topographical engineer. He served on 
the staffs of Maj. Gen. Zachary Taylor and Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield 
Scott (qq.v.) in Texas and Mexico and continued as a military engi- 
neer after the War with Mexico, serving mainly on the Great Lakes. 

In 1861, Meade was made a brigade commander in the Pennsylva- 
nia Reserve Corps, even though he had little experience working with 
troops. He was a hawk-nosed man with a hot temper. A run-in with 
Meade was akin to meeting a snapping turtle, some said. He fought 
in the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.), and was wounded at Gaines’ 
Mill. Recovering, he served in the Second Manassas Campaign and 
in the Maryland Campaign (qq.v.), advancing to division command. 
His unit was the only division to break through Confederate lines at 
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Fredericksburg (q.v.) on the Rebel right flank. He advanced to take 
over the V Corps in the Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.). 

Because he could not have presidential ambitions as he was born 
outside the United States, Meade was given command of the Army of 
the Potomac during the Pennsylvania Campaign (q.v.) on the eve of 
the Battle of Gettysburg (q.v.). He fought and won the battle using his 
predecessor’s staff. Meade would continue to command the Army of 
the Potomac from the 1864 Richmond Campaign, to the Siege of Pe- 
tersburg, to the Appomattox Campaign (qq.v.), with Lt. Gen. Ulysses 
S. Grant giving all orders to the troops through him. He commanded 
the Military Division of the Atlantic from the end of the war until his 
death from pneumonia prompted by effects from his old war wound, 
with the exception of a brief stint as commander of the Third Military 
District (Florida, Georgia, and Alabama) during Reconstruction. 


MECHANICSVILLE, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAM- 
PAIGN. 


MEDICAL DIRECTORS OR SURGEONS GENERAL, CONFED- 
ERATE. Both Confederate and Federal medical departments were 
organized on the same basis. The only difference, as with so much of 
the Civil War, was that the provisional government of the Confeder- 
acy had to start from scratch. It did this by President Jefferson Davis 
(q.v.) appointing Dr. David C. DeLeon as surgeon general. Under- 
funded from the beginning, DeLeon used much of his money to pur- 
chase several Richmond buildings as military hospitals. Following 
the First Battle of Manassas (q.v.) in 1861, these buildings were soon 
filled to overflowing. At this juncture, Dr. Samuel Preston Moore ar- 
rived in Richmond and volunteered to help out. 

Noting that Moore had outranked DeLeon in the old army, and prob- 
ably dissatisfied with DeLeon’s tenure, Davis made Moore surgeon 
general. DeLeon was kept on as an adjunct officer in the medical de- 
partment. Moore instituted immediate medical examinations for all 
surgeons and assistant surgeons, getting rid of the worst in the service. 
He also received more money from the Confederate Congress and be- 
gan a major hospital building program, the most important part of 
which was the construction of Chimborazo Hospital east of Richmond. 
As with all Confederate hospitals, the various wards were devoted one 
each to the wounded from one state. The five wards at Chimborazo 
held wounded from Virginia, the Carolinas, Georgia, and Alabama. 
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The most important Confederate contribution to field medicine 
came in the First Shenandoah Valley Campaign (q.v.), when Dr. 
Hunter McGuire persuaded Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jack- 
son (q.v.) to treat captured Union medical officers as noncombatants 
and not liable to be sent to prison in Richmond. Instead, they were al- 
lowed to return to Union lines. This principle was later extended to 
chaplains and codified in the Union Lieber Code (q.v.) rules of war 
in 1863. 

By 1863, the Confederate medical system was deteriorating. Sup- 
plies grew short, medical furlough became a ruse to avoid further ser- 
vice, supervision of the widely scattered hospitals became impossi- 
ble, and coordination between departments increased in difficulty as 
Yankee invasions disrupted/severed communications. Despite this, 
Moore managed to vaccinate every Confederate soldier against 
smallpox and relied on captured supplies and blockade running to 
keep going. He also published a Confederate Medical and Surgical 
Journal to keep doctors informed as to advances in medical care. 

There seems to have been little overall difference in medical care, 
North or South, during the war. But historians point to two campaigns 
where medical care may have made a difference in who won. One of 
these was the Vicksburg Campaign (q.v.) in 1863, during which Maj. 
Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) had one-fourth of his men out with ill- 
ness, compared to one-half of the Confederates. This was made pos- 
sible by a surplus of medical supplies, especially quinine, in the 
North and the constant exercise that Grant gave his men during the 
winter as he tried attempt after attempt to take Vicksburg. Lt. Gen. 
John C. Pemberton’s (q.v.) Confederates sat in garrison and grew de- 
bilitated from malaria and weakened physically until, in the spring, 
his army could not keep up with Grant’s movements. 

The other was the Atlanta Campaign (q.v.) of 1864. Here, Maj. 
Gen. William T. Sherman’s (q.v.) army was the healthiest army in the 
field on either side during the war. Gen. Joseph Johnston’s (q.v.) Con- 
federates, however, wasted away from a lack of quinine and an ex- 
cess of medical furloughs. Up to 30,000 men were absent from the 
ranks when needed at Atlanta. Of course, many did need to be sent 
home, but not that many. Johnston could have made good use of them 
in the field to stymie Sherman as much as Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) 
held up Grant in Virginia. See also AMBULANCE SERVICES AND 
TRIAGE; DISEASE; NURSES; WOUNDS. 
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MEDICAL DIRECTORS OR SURGEONS GENERAL, UNION. 
The Union had a rougher time of medical administration than the 
Rebels. On 15 May 1860, Surgeon General Dr. Thomas Lawson, a 
veteran of the War of 1812, died from natural causes. He was re- 
placed by the next man in the command chain, Dr. Clement A. Fin- 
ley. None of the higher officers in the medical department seemed to 
realize what the Civil War portended in the scope of casualties. In- 
deed, Finley proudly told Congress that he had failed to spend all the 
monies appropriated for the fiscal year ending 10 June 1861. 

But the First Battle of Manassas (q.v.) in August 1861 was the un- 
doing of Finley’s ordered world. He received fully the blame for the 
disastrous treatment of the wounded, a process that lasted for weeks. 
He actively opposed the works of the U.S. Sanitary Commission 
(q.v.) and women nurse (q.v.) volunteers. They successfully moved to 
have Finley replaced by Dr. William A. Hammond. 

Under the authority granted him by Congress through the Medical 
Reform Law of 1862, Hammond instituted a medical examination 
system to cull the incompetent doctors from military service. It began 
with a two-hour oral exam on everything under the sun and culmi- 
nated with a three-hour written exam over medicine and medical pro- 
cedure of the day. He announced that his department would keep ex- 
tensive medical records of the war and publish them after the victory. 
He approved and helped to implement the Letterman system (q.v.) of 
field hospitals, ambulance coordination, and triage. And he enlarged 
the hospital system of the army by erecting many new buildings on 
the pavilion system that kept each ward open to as much ventilation 
as possible. 

Hammond’s weakness as surgeon general involved his continual 
quarrel with Union Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.). Op- 
posed to Hammond’s appointment because the Sanitary Commission 
had gone over his head to President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), Stanton 
and Hammond argued over the scandalous treatment of the wounded 
at the Second Manassas Campaign (q.v.) in August 1862, which 
Hammond blamed on Stanton personally. Never one to give in grace- 
fully, Stanton bided his time until Hammond made a mistake. Send- 
ing Hammond on an extensive inspection tour, Stanton found a re- 
placement in Hammond’s own office, the sycophantic Dr. Joseph K. 
Barnes. When Hammond came back, Stanton suggested that he re- 
tire. Hammond refused. Stanton then had him court-martialed for 
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misappropriation of funds. He had cut through the normal red tape to 
send beef to various hospitals. That was a no-no in Stanton’s world. 

Barnes took over permanently after Hammond left the service for 
private practice in New York City. He completely reorganized the 
medical bureau, bringing in his own people from all over the occu- 
pied South. He appointed new men to handle the unbelievably large 
number of casualties from the 1864 Richmond Campaign and the At- 
lanta Campaign (qq.v.). And he ultimately autopsied the body of John 
Wilkes Booth (q.v.) after he died pursued by Union cavalry after the 
assassination of President Abraham Lincoln. He also saw to it that the 
Surgical and Medical History planned by Hammond was published 
in six massive volumes after the war. See also AMBULANCE SER- 
VICES AND TRIAGE; DISEASE; NURSES; U.S. SANITARY 
COMMISSION; WOUNDS. 


MEDILL, JOSEPH. See CIVIL SERVICE REFORM. 
MEMPHIS, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 


MEMPHIS RACE RIOT (1 MAY 1866). After the race riot at Nor- 
folk (q.v.), Virginia, the next major outbreak of violence was at Mem- 
phis, Tennessee, two weeks later. As with Norfolk, Memphis was a 
bustling port whose black population had increased dramatically, up- 
setting the traditional racial balance. Indeed, refugees, black and 
white, had nearly doubled the city’s population during and right after 
the war. There was a large city bond debt that necessitated raising 
taxes, an economic recession, and a vigorous competition between 
African Americans and city whites, particularly Irish, for laboring 
jobs. There was also another item. The city was garrisoned by black 
U.S. soldiers from a relatively ill-disciplined regiment, whom the 
whites blamed for every disturbance. The local police, white only and 
predominantly Irish in membership, was not understanding or gentle 
in its treatment of alleged or real black lawbreakers. It was a situation 
ripe for trouble. 

The riot came on the heels of African American complaints of police 
brutality. A crowd of protesters was met by police who arrested certain 
ringleaders. Blacks fired weapons into the group of arresting officers, 
who returned fire. General volleys followed from both sides. The po- 
lice retreated until later in the day, when they returned reinforced by a 
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posse and the county sheriff. The demonstrators were gone, but the 
residents of a black shantytown were readily available. Revenge was 
exacted without mercy. As local politicians had criticized the army, 
the local commandant refused to interfere with the 160 white soldiers 
in the garrison headquarters. He finally issued an order two days later 
for the mob to disperse after Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) schools and 
personnel became mob targets. The mob dispersed in the face of 
threatened troop deployment and the riot, dubbed the “Memphis 
Massacre” up North, subsided. All sides, including the army, 
protested their innocence during the ensuing investigation. The city 
newspapers justified it as necessary to protect white civilization. The 
tragedy of Memphis, however, disappeared in a real massacre at New 
Orleans (q.v.) two months later. 


MERRIMACK, USS. A Federal frigate burned in the abandonment of 
Norfolk’s Gosport Navy Yard to the state of Virginia, it was raised 
and became the keel and lower part of the Confederate ironclad CSS 
Virginia. See also PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. 


MERRYMAN, EX PARTE (1861). During the Civil War, with the sin- 
gle exception of ex parte Merryman, in which Chief Justice Roger B. 
Taney (q.v.) railed against military arrest outside the civilian court 
system of nonmilitary personnel suspected of holding disloyal opin- 
ions, the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) had essentially endorsed the Yan- 
kee war effort. John Merryman was part of what would later be called 
a Copperhead (q.v.) group that was accused of burning railroad tres- 
tles between Baltimore and Philadelphia to prevent Union reinforce- 
ment of Washington in early 1861. He was arrested, imprisoned in 
old Ft. McHenry of Star Spangled Banner fame, and denied the right 
to the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). Chief Justice Taney (a Marylan- 
der) issued an opinion (ex parte Merryman) while on circuit in 1861 
that military arrest could not take place and military commissions 
could not convene while civil courts were in session and operating 
freely, but the army ignored him and President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) refused to enforce the decision. The Merryman opinion would 
be restated by the whole court in the 1866 decision ex parte Mulligan 
(q.v.), two years after Taney died, but the war was over and the dam- 
age done by then. Martial law and military arrest were so effective 
that military prisons (q.v.) (labeled the “American Bastille” by dis- 
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senters, in reference to Lincoln’s reproducing the tyranny of French 
kings in Cardinal Armand de Richelieu’s prison of terror) overflowed 
with political prisoners—so much so, that a special board, consisting 
of Bvt. Maj. Gen. John A. Dix and retired New York Judge Edwards 
Pierrepont, had to be convened to investigate the cases and free those 
not openly pro-Confederate. 


MESILLA CONVENTION. See SECESSION AND THE CRE- 
ATION OF ARIZONA TERRITORY. 


MIDDLEBURG, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 


MIDDLETOWN, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 


MILITARY RECONSTRUCTION ACT, FIRST (2 MARCH 1867). 
Passed the same day as the Command of the Army Act and the Tenure 
of Office Act (q.v.), the First Military Reconstruction Act divided the 
South into five military districts, each commanded by a major gen- 
eral appointed by the president. The First Military District was the 
old state of Virginia; the Second Military District was composed of 
the former states of North and South Carolina; the Third Military 
District was composed of the prewar states of Georgia, Florida, and 
Alabama; the Fourth Military District had in its boundaries the one- 
time states of Arkansas and Mississippi; while the Fifth Military Dis- 
trict included the old states of Louisiana and Texas. Tennessee alone 
of the former Confederacy was excluded because it had approved the 
Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), which the rest of the South had re- 
jected. The commanders of the military districts were to protect the 
civil and property rights of all persons; to suppress all insurrection, 
disorder, and violence; and to punish or cause to be punished all 
criminal actions. They could use existing civil and criminal courts, 
Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) courts, or military tribunals as they felt 
necessary. 

Existing state governments, established under the Andrew John- 
son (q.v.) plan of Reconstruction, were declared to be provisional 
only, and were warned not to interfere with the new reconstructing 
authorities. Each state was to call an election for delegates to a con- 
stitutional convention. The convention was to draw up a new State 
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constitution and provide for universal male suffrage, bringing the 
state’s organic laws into agreement with the results of the war in all 
respects. Once the acts of the convention were voted for by a ma- 
jority of the registered voters, and a new state government elected, 
the state legislature would approve of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
Then the reconstructed states could send their duly elected repre- 
sentatives and two senators to Washington. Congress would review 
the process and, if satisfied, admit the new state back into the Union. 
Of all of the four Military Reconstruction Acts, only this one did not 
receive President Johnson’s veto. 


MILITARY RECONSTRUCTION ACT, FOURTH (11 MARCH 
1868). This measure corrected a fault in the First Military Recon- 
struction Act (q.v.), which stated that constitutions had to be ap- 
proved by a majority of those registered. This act changed that to a 
majority of those voting. Whites in several Southern states had regis- 
tered in large numbers and then refused to vote on the state constitu- 
tions, causing the one in Alabama to fail after several close calls in 
other states. It marked the desire of Congress to get the Southern 
states back into the Union (unlike before, when keeping them out was 
the rule) so that their black voters could assist in electing a Republi- 
can (q.v.) president in 1868. The vote up North promised to be close, 
making Southern blacks critical to a Republican White House. By the 
time of the election, only Virginia, Mississippi, and Texas had fallen 
behind because of local squabbles in the process and could not vote 
in the national elections. 


MILITARY RECONSTRUCTION ACT, SECOND (23 MARCH 
1867). Because the first measure did not detail the procedure for reg- 
istering state voters and the Southern governors dragged their feet in 
calling for the new convention election, the Second Military Recon- 
struction Act allowed the military commanders to go ahead without 
the approval of the governors. A general registration of all voters, in- 
cluding blacks males, was ordered. Voters had to take an oath of fu- 
ture loyalty (q.v.) and not be proscribed in any other manner. The 
state conventions were to have the same number of delegates as rep- 
resented in the lower house of the state legislature in 1860, and the 
commanding general would apportion them according to the 1867 
registration figures. The commanding general would appoint as many 
three-man registration boards as he thought necessary to accomplish 
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the task in short order. The delegates were to assemble within sixty 
days of their election. This measure was passed over President An- 
drew Johnson’s veto. 


MILITARY RECONSTRUCTION ACT, THIRD (19 JULY 1867). 
This law made district commanders, registrars, or any person ap- 
pointed to office under military appointment free from obeying the 
orders or opinions of an executive official of the U.S. government. 
Registrars could disfranchise anybody, whether he could take the 
oath of future loyalty (q.v.) or not, for prior allegations of disloyal ac- 
tivities. Military commanders could remove from office any state of- 
ficials who obstructed the Reconstruction process and appoint loyal 
men in their stead. This law was brought about because of conserva- 
tive interpretations of the first two Military Reconstruction Acts 
(qq.v.) by Attorney General of the United States Henry Stanbery that 
military officers had no power to deny registration or remove local 
officials, and the inability of military commanders to replace ob- 
structionists in office with loyal men. Congress told commanders and 
their appointees to be liberal in their interpretations under this law. 
This measure was passed over President Andrew Johnson’s veto. 


MILITARY RECONSTRUCTION ACTS. As a part of Radical Re- 
construction (q.v.), Congress passed four acts that put supervision of 
the Reconstruction process in the hands of the U.S. Army personnel 
who was occupying the South. Military commanders saw to it that 
the individual Southern states, called military districts now, complied 
with congressional desires. 


MILL SPRINGS. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN 


MILLER vy. UNITED STATES (1871). Asked to rule on the validity of 
the Confiscation Acts (q.v.), the Supreme Court (q.v.) approved of the 
confiscation of property as a legitimate purpose of war. But many 
suspected that the Court would rethink many of these issues (except- 
ing confiscation, although the government would find it politic to re- 
turn much seized property as part of its pardon policy) after the Rebel 
surrender. 


MILLIGAN ET AL., EX PARTE (1866). The problem of the suspen- 
sion of the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.) was fully indicated to Con- 
gress and the nation in a wartime case that concerned the activities 
of an Indiana Copperhead (q.v.) and Peace Democrat, Lamdin P. 
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Milligan, who had been a member of the secret pro-Confederate Or- 
der of American Knights. As with most secret American orders, it 
seemed that there were more government informants than there were 
actual members. In any case, tipped off as to Milligan’s activities, 
the Union army arrested him and several compatriots for plotting to 
free Confederate soldiers being held as prisoners of war and spirit- 
ing them back into Confederate jurisdiction. 

Tried before a military tribunal, Milligan and two others were sen- 
tenced to hang. Naturally, they appealed the decision, requesting a 
writ of habeas corpus and demanding a civilian trial. Because of the 
power of the Democratic Party (q.v.) in Indiana, even the Republican 
(q.v.) governor who had spearheaded the drive for a military trial (the 
army was not real happy to get involved) asked that the executions be 
deferred until the appeal was heard. In ex parte Milligan et al. (1866), 
the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) ruled that Milligan and his pals had 
been wrongfully convicted because the military court had no juris- 
diction since civil courts were operating and available in Indiana de- 
spite the war. This also held true in the occupied postwar South and 
threatened U.S. Army and Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) jurisdictions, 
which regularly decided cases on behalf of blacks wronged by 
whites. Milligan later sued the military officer who arrested him and 
won damages of a trifling amount. 


MINE RUN. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 
MINNIE BALL. See LOAD-IN-NINE-TIMES. 


MINOR vy. HAPPERSETT (1875). Virginia L. Minor had been refused 
the right to register to vote on the ground that she was a woman. She 
appealed under the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments and the 
Enforcement Acts (qq.v.), but was denied registration as she was not 
a black male under the Fifteenth Amendment and the provisions of 
the other measures were deemed too vague to be enforceable. 


MISSIONARY RIDGE, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


MISSISSIPPI, STATE OF, v. JOHNSON (1867). Evidence of the 
Supreme Court’s (q.v.) independence was not long in coming after pas- 
sage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). The provisional gover- 
nors of the Southern states began a concentrated attack against the laws 
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and asked that the executive branch be enjoined from carrying them 
out. Governor William L. Sharkey of Mississippi filed a suit asking that 
President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) refrain from carrying out the dictates 
of the Military Reconstruction Acts. But in Mississippi v. Johnson 
(1867), the Court refused to issue the order, claiming that the question 
was not a constitutional one that lay in the Court’s domain. The presi- 
dent had done his best to evade the enforcement of the laws by using 
the constitutional remedy available to him, the veto. It was not the pur- 
pose of the Court to tell a coequal branch of government how to carry 
out the laws of Congress. The next case would involve a lawsuit to en- 
join Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton, Georgia v. Stanton (qq.V.). 


MISSISSIPPI PLAN. There were two Mississippi plans. The first was 
in the mid-1870s and involved redeeming the state from the Repub- 
licans (q.v.) by force and intimidation. The second was in 1890, when 
the state disfranchised black voters in its new constitution by cir- 
cumventing the Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.) through such devices as 
literacy tests, understanding clauses, and poll taxes. 


MISSISSIPPI VALLEY EXPERIMENT. As Union forces invaded 
the Mississippi Valley in late 1862, they encountered large numbers 
of slaves, who automatically became free under the provisions of the 
Confiscation Act of 1862 (q.v.). Aware of the promise of freedom, 
blacks flocked to the protection of Union army camps. By November 
1862, the refugee situation threatened to get out of hand. Maj. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), under whose jurisdiction the plantation areas 
of northern Mississippi and western Tennessee lay, issued Special Or- 
ders No. 15, which authorized Chaplain John Eaton (q.v.) of the 27th 
Ohio Volunteers to organize the African Americans into companies to 
be fed, clothed, and cared for. Eaton was to work the contrabands 
(q.v.) in abandoned fields at Corinth, Mississippi, and Grand Junc- 
tion, Tennessee, where the largest camps of blacks were. Grant’s 
main concerns were military, but he also was cognizant of other prob- 
lems, such as competing interests among speculators, soldiers, and 
landowners, ideological concerns for the freedmen’s futures, and the 
moral concern for racial justice. Eaton put the blacks to work gather- 
ing corn, cotton, and chopping wood and introduced a wage labor 
system for all local plantations still occupied by their Southern own- 
ers. Whatever proceeds that flowed from this labor went to the De- 
partment of the Treasury. 
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After the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) in January 1863, Pres- 
ident Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) decided to affirm what had been done 
locally by several commanders and enroll potential black soldiers 
(q.v.) into units that became the U.S. Colored Troops. Lincoln sent 
Brig. Gen. Lorenzo Thomas, the adjutant general of the Army, to the 
Mississippi Valley, to handle the enlistments. (Eventually some 
180,000 blacks served the Union war effort, with 134,000 from the 
slave states alone). As he enlisted soldiers, Thomas looked into the 
possibility of creating a more general and permanent labor system 
than Eaton’s. Like Eaton, Thomas decided to hire out all blacks for 
wages. But the farms would be managed by private investors, rather 
than the government. Thomas’s system led to much corruption— 
dishonest deductions for food and clothing, stolen wages, and physi- 
cal abuse. 

In October 1863, Gen. Thomas had had enough. He promulgated a 
whole new set of rules. All abandoned property owned by Rebels was 
to be seized and leased out to allegedly loyal men. Southerners still 
on their property were required to take on a loyal man as a business 
partner. Given the risks of planting when levees were broken, the 
seizure of all standing cotton until the owner was proved loyal, and 
Rebel retaliation, most landowners gladly leased their land to Yan- 
kees. 

To protect the leased plantations from Rebel military, local Federal 
garrisons were to provide military aid and blacks were to be enrolled 
as home guards. If a loyal lessee were robbed by Confederate ma- 
rauders, a like amount of goods or crops would be seized from the 
nearest disloyal person (one who had not or could not take the oath). 
If a loyal lessee were killed, an assessment of $10,000 would be 
levied on all disloyal plantation owners within thirty miles to defray 
costs to his family. Since the lease and labor area was so big, 
Thomas’s loyal plantations were hard to protect. On the ninety-five 
safest loyal operations alone, the Rebels managed to carry off and 
reenslave 1,000 blacks and steal 2,300 head of horses and mules. 

In the spring of 1864, after an adverse report by its agent, William 
Yeats, the Department of the Treasury came in to reform Thomas’s 
system, which seemed to attract the corrupt, venal, and fraudulent, in- 
terested merely in profit over the well-being of the African American 
workers and their families. Yeats and another treasury man, William 
P. Mellon, instituted the Yeats-Mellon system, a collection of planta- 
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tions (one per treasury district) where blacks could concentrate for 
mutual protection and negotiate wage employment as free laborers. 
But according to Thomas, employers refused to hire any but the best 
of hands, actually increasing those on the dole. President Lincoln 
stepped in and ordered the army and the treasury to cooperate under 
one jointly developed plan. 

The result was Special Orders No. 9 of 11 March 1864, issued 
through Thomas’s headquarters. It created a three-tier system with 
various levels of responsibility to the army (supervisory under the 
provost marshals), employers (who had to pay overtime for Sunday 
work, not deduct more than $3 per month for clothing, and permit the 
freedmen to grow their own small gardens), and freedmen (who had 
to stay on the plantation, be obedient laborers, and work “from day 
clean [i.e., as soon as one could see] to first dark”). Wages were cut 
in half from the Yeats-Mellon plan; one-half was held back until the 
crop was harvested and shipped, to cover any offenses against man- 
agement. This system lasted until the newly established Freedmen’s 
Bureau (q.v.) took over in 1865. 


MISSOURI CAMPAIGN (1861-1862). Like many border slave 
states, Missouri was unsure about both the pro-Southern quasi- 
secession stance of John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) and the “black Re- 
publican” reputation of his opponent, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). Mis- 
sourians preferred the candidates who stood for compromise, 
Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) and John Bell. Thus, when the crisis of 
Union came after Lincoln’s election, Missouri was badly divided, but 
most stood in the middle, wanting neutrality or compromise. 

Unfortunately for peace in Missouri, the extremes were quite in- 
fluential. On the unconditional Union side were Frank Blair Jr., scion 
of the man who had been one of Andrew Jackson’s advisors, and 
Capt. Nathaniel Lyon, commander of the federal arsenal and garrison 
at St. Louis. These men had as the base of their support the antislav- 
ery Germans, who had immigrated to the city in the past ten years and 
comprised the loyal militia. 

The other extreme was made up of the secessionists, led by the 
state’s lieutenant governor, Thomas Reynolds, who lobbied for im- 
mediate disunion. In the middle stood Governor Claiborne Fox Jack- 
son, in favor of secession but wisely aware that to push hard would 
guarantee that Missouri stayed in the Union, and Sterling Price (q.v.), 
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former governor, militia commander in the War with Mexico, and 
planter, who wanted secession only as a last resort to Yankee inva- 
sion. 

Under Reynolds’s incessant pushing, the state legislature called for 
a state convention to consider secession (q.v.). Led by men such as 
Price, the convention turned down secession (ninety-eight to one) 
and a second proposal for Missouri to follow any other border slave 
states out of the Union in the future. But Governor Jackson firmly re- 
jected President Lincoln’s call for troops after the Battle of Ft. 
Sumter (q.v.). Instead, he called up the state militia to assert Mis- 
souri’s sovereignty, if necessary. 

The militia camped outside St. Louis, a definite threat to Blair and 
Lyon’s Unionist hopes. They flew Confederate flags and named their 
tented streets “Beauregard” and “Jeff Davis.” Lyon had the camp 
thoroughly scouted—rumor later had the red-bearded Lyon driving 
through the camp in person, in a heavy veil and skirts, disguised as a 
lady selling eggs—and attacked it by surprise on 10 May 1861, the 
day the men were supposed to go home. Arresting all of the militia 
men with his regulars and the German volunteers, Lyon marched 
them through St. Louis as prisoners. A mob of pro-Southern citizens 
gathered and jeered Lyon and his men. The usual shot was fired, and 
when the smoke had cleared, twenty-eight were dead, including 
women and children. 

Price was outraged and joined the secession side, Jackson appoint- 
ing him major general. The state legislature passed a Military Bill to 
recruit the militia to it fullest under Price’s tutelage. Reynolds wanted 
the legislature to initiate secession, but this was illegal—the conven- 
tion had to do it and it had gone out of session. At this moment, Brig. 
Gen. William S. Harney, a West Pointer and a Tennessean who had 
married into a proslave St. Louis family years before, took command 
of all of Missouri for the federal government, superceding Lyon. He 
invited Price to come to St. Louis and talk compromise. Price re- 
sponded favorably at once. 

On 21 May, the Harney-Price Agreement was negotiated, with 
both sides agreeing not to initiate military action. This angered the 
extremists on both sides, but pleased most Missourians. Blair quickly 
got the Lincoln administration to remove Harney from Missouri, put- 
ting Lyon back in power. Prominent citizens asked Blair and Lyon to 
hold off from military action and talk to Price once again. Lyon re- 
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sponded with a safe conduct for Price from Jefferson City to St. Louis 
and back. All parties met at the Planter’s Hotel on 11 June. After 
fours hours of heated argument, Lyon (with Blair’s connivance) told 
Price that his intransigence meant war. An angry Price went back to 
Jefferson, prepared to defend Missouri from Yankee occupation. 

Lyon wasted no time in advancing to secure the rest of the state. 
He occupied Jefferson City and defeated Missouri guardsmen at 
Boonville and Carthage. Although the Confederates were reluctant to 
support a man as mercurial as Price had been in his allegiances, they 
did order Brig. Gen. Ben McCulloch in charge of troops in Arkansas 
to assist Price, if it would help secure Arkansas from eventual Fed- 
eral attack. The two men joined forces in southwestern Missouri on 
29 July. 

A new Union general in charge of Missouri, Maj. Gen. John 
Charles Frémont (q.v.), former Republican (q.v.) presidential candi- 
date in 1856, ordered Lyon to retreat in front of such a Rebel gather- 
ing that outnumbered him two to one. Lyon refused. On 6 August, af- 
ter Price relinquished his independent command to McCulloch 
(whom he considered much less able than he), the Confederate force 
encamped at Wilson’s Creek near Springfield. 

Faced with the same problems that haunted the First Battle of 
Manassas (q.v.), the expiration of most of his men’s enlistments, 
Lyon attacked the Confederate camp at Wilson’s Creek on 10 August. 
At first the Union attack around the Rebel right flank went well. Then 
the 3rd Louisiana Infantry stalled Lyon’s progress, eventually driving 
the attackers from the field. But the main thrust at Oak Hill turned 
into a shooting match, with both sides losing heavily. McCulloch 
took the Louisianans and some Arkansans and extended his line to 
the left until they outflanked that Yankee line. Lyon fell during this 
episode, and the Federals soon withdrew. Losses were 1,100 for the 
Confederates against 1,200 for the outnumbered Bluecoats. 

The disorganized retreat of the Union army left western Missouri 
open for a Confederate counterthrust. Leaving McCulloch behind to 
defend Arkansas, Price and the Missourians advanced on Lexington. 
Although the Federal garrison had a chance to retreat, its com- 
mander, Col. James A. Mulligan, refused. Instead, he fortified the 
town around the Masonic College and fought it out. On 19 and 20 
September, the Confederates first invested the Federal position, and 
then attacked, rolling massive hemp bales in front of themselves as 
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movable cover. Expecting relief that never came, Mulligan surren- 
dered. Price paroled the 3,500 troops and held Mulligan himself, 
who refused parole. 

Meanwhile, Frémont took the field with a rejuvenated Union army, 
forcing Price to retire lest he be cut off. The Missourians retreated all 
the way into Arkansas, unable to halt Frémont’s larger force. He 
would soon retreat, replaced because of his attempt to free Missouri’s 
slaves, against Lincoln administration policy at the time. But by win- 
ter, Brig. Gen. Samuel Curtis had taken command and returned, in- 
vading Arkansas itself. In response, Richmond decided that the sep- 
arate commands of Price and McCulloch needed to be put under the 
control of one man, Maj. Gen. Earl Van Dorn. 

A gutsy man liked by officers and men alike, Van Dorn saw the 
Federal invasion as an opportunity. As the Rebels moved forward, 
Curtis retreated to Pea Ridge, an outstanding geographical feature in 
northern Arkansas, to make a stand. In a two-day battle (7-8 March 
1862), the Confederates attacked around both sides of Pea Ridge, 
with McCulloch losing his life on the first day and his men being 
crushed by superior Federal artillery. Price advanced upon Elkhorn 
Tavern the same day, only to be driven back in the same manner the 
following day. Pea Ridge had allowed Curtis to fight both Rebel 
columns independently and beat them both. The Yankees lost 1,400 
and the Rebels suffered 800 total casualties. 

Van Dorn had had enough. He retreated back to Van Buren, on the 
Arkansas River. There, on 23 March, he and Price received orders 
from Gen. Albert Sidney Johnston (q.v.) to come across the Missis- 
sippi River to stop Federal attacks in the Shiloh Campaign (q.v.). Af- 
ter a summer of desultory skirmishing and guerilla warfare, a Trans- 
Mississippi Confederate specialty, the new reorganized Confederate 
troops in Arkansas came under the control of Maj. Gen. Thomas C. 
Hindman. Disinclined to allow the Federals to go into winter quar- 
ters, Hindman moved on their widely scattered garrisons in northern 
Arkansas and southwestern Missouri. But Curtis sent James G. 
Blunt’s division into the field and Blunt slapped back Hindman’s cav- 
alry advance at Cane Hill on 28 November. 

Realizing that Blunt, now below Fayetteville, was well forward of 
the main Federal force in Missouri and liable to be cut off, Hindman 
quickly recovered and moved north again. If he could hit Blunt be- 
fore Brig. Gen. Francis Herron could come south from Springfield to 


MOBILE CAMPAIGN @® 405 


succor him, Hindman could win a cheap victory. But Herron had re- 
ceived orders from Curtis to go to Blunt’s relief. He came on at a pace 
of thirty-five miles a day, his men eating their rations raw as they 
marched. 

Hindman struck Blunt late in the afternoon of 6 December. Then 
Hindman heard of Herron’s approach. He decide to leave a small 
cavalry covering force to occupy Blunt and attack Herron before the 
latter expected it. The next day, Hindman and Herron met at Prairie 
Grove Church near Fayetteville. Hindman did well initially when 
suddenly he stopped and took up a defensive position. Several of his 
Arkansas conscript regiments had refused to advance. This allowed 
Blunt, who had heard the fighting, to march the eight miles and hit 
Hindman in the flank just after he had repelled several attacks from 
Herron and was about to launch a counterattack of his own. 

The Rebels managed to halt Blunt’s drive, but retreated from the 
field after dark. Both sides lost about 1,300 men, many of the wounded 
dying from exposure in the freezing night. Thus ended Prairie Grove 
Church, often called the “Gettysburg of the West,” because it marked 
the high-water mark of the Confederacy in Arkansas. In six weeks, 
Hindman would lose the fort named after him at Arkansas Post on the 
other side of the state as part of the Vicksburg Campaign (q.v.). With 
the fall of Little Rock, in September 1863, Rebel influence in Arkansas 
would be confined to the southern half of the state. 


MISSOURI COMPROMISE (1820). See WILMOT PROVISO. 


MISSOURI COMPROMISE, REPEAL OF. See DRED SCOTT V. 
SANFORD; KANSAS-NEBRASKA ACT. 


MOBILE BAY, BATTLE OF. See MOBILE CAMPAIGN. 


MOBILE CAMPAIGN. For over two years, Federal Lt. Gen. Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.) had been trying to mount a campaign against the port 
of Mobile, Alabama, with no success. Finally, in the summer of 1864, 
Maj. Gen. Gordon Granger and the XIII Corps landed and assaulted 
Fts. Gaines, Morgan, and Powell on the outer islands of the bay while 
Adm. David G. Farragut (q.v.) led a column of ironclad and tradi- 
tional wooden ships into Mobile Harbor on 5 August. The Confeder- 
ates defended Mobile with a mixture of army garrisons and the iron- 
clad ship CSS Tennessee, an inclined casemate with a half-dozen 
guns of various calibers. 
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Early in the morning, Farragut’s fleet opened up on the harbor forts 
and passed over the bar into the approach to Mobile Bay. The Ten- 
nessee moved to intercept the Federals, especially after one of their 
own ironclads struck a torpedo (mine) and sank with great loss of life. 
The Union squadron hesitated to advance, prompting Farragut to is- 
sue the famous command, “Damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead!” 
Farragut led three of his ships in to ram the underpowered Tennessee, 
which was hampered by its own defective ammunition. But the 
Union ramming attack had little effect. Farragut barely escaped death 
when his flagship was struck by another Union ship by accident. 
Union ironclads came up and surrounded the Tennessee, pounding it 
into submission. 

Having reduced the outer harbor defenses and the Confederate 
navy, it took the Yankees another six months to collect enough men 
and supplies to assault the inner harbor installations, centered on 
Spanish Fort. Maj. Gen. E. R. S. Canby (q.v.) led the attack on Span- 
ish Fort from the east, taking it by storm on 8 April 1865. He then ad- 
vanced to the fortified area at Blakely, which fell a day later. This al- 
lowed Canby to enter the city itself on 12 April. The Confederates 
retreated from the area, surrendering with Lt. Gen. Richard Taylor on 
4 May at Citronelle (q.v.). 


MOBILE (ALABAMA) RACE RIOT (1874). See EUTAW (AL- 
ABAMA) RACE RIOT (1874). 


MODERATE REPUBLICANS AND RECONSTRUCTION. In De- 
cember 1865, after being out of session since the previous March, 
Congress returned to Washington for its normal session according to 
the Constitution. It had been on the sidelines during the assassination 
of President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), the surrender of the Confeder- 
ate armies, and the initiation of the Andrew Johnson (q.v.) Recon- 
struction plan. The South, by and large, had completed President 
Johnson’s program (with the exception of Texas, which was still 
forming a government), and had elected its new congressmen and 
senators, who arrived to be seated in their respective houses. 

But there was real reason to suspect that the Southern men would 
not be seated in either house of Congress. Congress still smarted be- 
cause it had had little to say about Reconstruction, under either Lin- 
coln or Johnson. Indeed, that was what the Wade-Davis Bill and the 
Wade-Davis Manifesto (qq.v.) were all about. Many in Congress, not 
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just Radical Republicans (q.v.), believed that they should have had an 
input into the Reconstruction program. They feared that Reconstruc- 
tion had so far been too easy, often based on undemocratic numbers, 
and ignored of the needs of the recently freed slaves. Especially wor- 
risome were the Black Codes (q.v.). In addition to the conduct of the 
Southern state conventions and the laws of the allegedly recon- 
structed state legislatures there were the Southern representatives 
coming to Congress, the so-called Confederate Brigadiers (q.v.). 
When the clerk read the roll call, the first order of business in any ses- 
sion of Congress, he passed over the names of the men from the 
South. This, in effect, refused them their seats. 

After denying the Southerners their seats, Congress then estab- 
lished a Joint Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.), com- 
posed of members from both the House and Senate, to examine the 
credentials of those passed over and look into conditions in the 
Southern states, and then make recommendations, that is, create a 
congressional Reconstruction (q.v.) program (the Second Congres- 
sional Plan) of their own. Moderate Republicans believed that Con- 
gress ought to place more restriction on Southern readmission to the 
Union. These men wanted to work with the president and reach a 
compromise. So the committee appointed Illinois Senator Lyman 
Trumbull (q.v.), who reported that Johnson agreed with Congress’s 
ideas on expanding Reconstruction. 

Assured by Trumbull that Johnson would cooperate, the Commit- 
tee of Fifteen reported two bills to the floor, both designed to put fur- 
ther conditions on the South before readmission. The first was the re- 
newal of the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands 
(q.v.). The bureau would supervise white-black labor relations, giv- 
ing some federal support and protection to African Americans in the 
first critical months of freedom. Trumbull introduced the 1866 bill, 
backed by the Committee of Fifteen, under the impression that John- 
son would accept it. But it was not the type of measure that a strict 
constructionist (one who reads the Constitution literally) could ac- 
cept without reservation. Johnson was such a legal-minded person. 
So he vetoed the bill and Congress upheld his constitutional reserva- 
tions by one vote. 

Foiled in the expansion of the bureau, the committee still wished 
to compromise with the president and yet provide some protection 
to the ex-slaves. The committee sent Trumbull back to Johnson and 
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explained their views. The Congress wanted to pass a civil rights 
measure that would void the Dred Scott decision (q.v.) and the 
Black Codes. Again, Trumbull reported that the president seemed 
more than receptive. Congress created the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 
(q.v.). The whole Republican Party (q.v.) was for this measure. It 
seemed conservative, yet it got the job done in the protection of 
black Americans as free people. 

But Johnson read the whole process incorrectly. He saw the up- 
holding of his first veto, but forgot that it was sustained by one slim 
vote. He vetoed the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 as a gross interference 
in state’s rights to legislate and adjudicate as preserved in the Consti- 
tution. Congress was not to be denied. Johnson’s stubbornness and 
what Congress saw as his perfidy, given Trumbull’s prior reports on 
his support, and a public speech on Washington’s Birthday (q.v.), in 
which he ridiculed key congressmen and their aides by name, drove 
the Moderate Republicans over to the Radicals. Congress repassed the 
Civil Rights Act over Johnson’s veto, and for good measure brought 
up a modified version of the Freedmen’s Bureau. Johnson vetoed the 
new bureau measure, and Congress repassed it over his veto. 

But the Committee of Fifteen was not pleased with the narrow 
margins that secured African American rights. The gains of the Civil 
War had to be thoroughly protected. The result was the Fourteenth 
Amendment (q.v.) to the Constitution. The Congress approved the 
amendment by a two-thirds vote and sent it to the states, three-fourths 
of which had to endorse it to make it part of the Constitution. Even 
though the Southern states had no representation, Congress sent the 
proposed Fourteenth Amendment to them, too. It reasoned that if the 
South accepted the measure it would show some contrition for their 
past sins of war, slavery, and racial discrimination. There was also a 
fear that three-fourths of the states meant every one, regardless of the 
South’s not being seated in Congress. 

Congress asked Johnson to advocate approval of the proposed 
amendment. But President Johnson advised the South, indeed all the 
states, that the proposed amendment be turned down. The South was 
more than happy to go along with rejection. There were thirty-six 
states at that time. A nay vote from ten would negate the proposed 
Fourteenth Amendment, and the former Confederacy had been com- 
posed of eleven states. The way to disaster was open, especially since 
the four loyal border states had many of the seceded states’ racial pro- 
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clivities. Of the ex-Confederate states, only Tennessee, led by John- 
son’s political archenerny, William G. Brownlow (q.v.), approved the 
Fourteenth Amendment. For Brownlow’s astuteness, Tennessee was 
declared to be readmitted to the Union, the only Southern state so 
honored. But it all went for naught. Delaware and Kentucky joined 
the ex-Confederacy to turn the amendment down. 

By the fall of 1866 there were two plans before the American peo- 
ple as they prepared to vote in the off-year elections, Johnson’s and 
Congress’s. Whoever won the electoral contest could declare they 
had a mandate from the people. There were serious implications for 
President Johnson and his supporters— almost always the president’s 
party loses seats in off-year elections. Johnson made an intense per- 
sonal effort to get his supporters elected that fall. He went to the Na- 
tional Union (q.v.) convention to rally his supporters. 

After the convention, Johnson hit the campaign trail, making a 
“Swing around the Circle” (q.v.), a tour that replicated Lincoln’s trip 
to Washington in 1861. A Republican delegation followed a day or 
two later to make their own speeches against Johnson’s Reconstruc- 
tion policies. The result was an election that returned a veto-proof, 
hostile Republican Congress to Washington. Worst of all, it influ- 
enced the outgoing Congress to get tough in the lame-duck session to 
save the results of the war and compromise the president’s ability to 
act between congressional sessions as he was counting on. 


MONEY ISSUE. The Supreme Court decisions in the Legal Tender 
Cases (qq.v.) threw the money issue back into the political arena. In re- 
sponse to the Panic of 1873, Congress passed the Inflation Bill in 1874. 
This would have increased the amount of greenbacks in circulation to 
alleviate the worst aspect of the depression. But President Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) vetoed this as coming too late in the greenback odyssey. 
He essentially used the Protestant moral argument. But by doing so he 
froze the money supply. Congress tried but failed to override his veto. 

Trying a different tack, Congress passed the Banking Act of 1874, 
which shifted some existing paper from East to West, where the short 
money supply had hit people hardest. As it did not increase the exist- 
ing supply, Grant signed the measure into law. But something had to be 
done to unite the Republican Party over the money question in the elec- 
tion of 1876 (q.v.). The result was what Grant had originally proposed 
at the beginning of his administration. In the Specie Resumption Act, 
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Congress provided that all greenbacks already in circulation would be 
kept until 1 January 1879. Then they could be redeemed in gold. But 
for every $80 of greenbacks turned in, $100 in new federal bank notes 
could be issued. This gave the money a gold base and a moderate in- 
flation and took the money issue out of the 1876 contest, much to the 
Republican’s relief. 

After the election of 1876, the money question cropped up again 
and played a part in the not-too-cozy alliance of Republicans and 
Southern Democrats that got Rutherford B. Hayes elected as part of 
the Compromise of 1877 (q.v.). In 1873, the Republicans had taken 
silver out of circulation in the Silver Demonetization Act. This step, 
one of deflation in the midst of depression, was remembered among 
soft-money people as the Crime of ’73. A myth grew up, begun by 
Maine Republican George Weston, that a Jewish banker, Ernest 
Seyd, had bought off Congress with a half-million dollars so that 
foreign bondholders would be paid off in gold instead of paper or 
silver. This led to a conspiracy theory about U.S. gold reserves be- 
ing sold off to foreign Jews. In reality, Congress demonetized silver 
in response to a money theory known as Gresham’s law, which states 
that when two metals are in circulation, the cheaper will drive the 
dearer out. Interested in protecting gold, Congress dropped the 
cheaper silver coins. 

But with the Compromise of 1877 and the return of home rule to 
the white South, Southern Democrats decided that they could come 
out in favor of economic inflation. This was contrary to the under- 
standing of the compromise, but the Southerners did not think that 
the Republicans were keeping their end of the bargain, either. The re- 
sult was a rejuvenated Democratic Party (q.v.) and the passage of the 
Bland-Allison Act in 1878. This reintroduced silver coins as legal 
tender for all debts but kept the ratio of silver to gold at sixteen to one 
to undercut the fears of Gresham’s law. Hayes vetoed the measure, 
but the Democrats repassed it over his protest. When the Democrats 
threatened to repeal the Resumption Act and keep all greenbacks in 
circulation without a gold backing, Hayes and the Republicans com- 
promised with them in the Fort Act, which kept resumption but per- 
mitted a extra $46 million in greenbacks to be kept in circulation af- 
ter 1 January 1879 and redeemable in gold. By this time the effects 
of the Panic of 1873 had eased and the money issue declined in im- 
portance until the Populists brought it up again in the Panic of 1893. 
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MONITOR, USS. The first Federal ironclad ship and the name of a 
class of ships built on the same pattern, it was marked by a low free- 
board and flat deck topped by a swiveling turret, which held two 
large-caliber smooth-bore cannon. See also MONITOR, USS, AND 
CSS VIRGINIA; PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. 


MONITOR, USS, AND CSS VIRGINIA. See PENINSULA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


MONOCACY RIVER, BATTLE OF. See WASHINGTON, 
EARLY’S RAID ON. 


MORGAN, ALBERT T. (1842-1922). A Mississippi carpetbagger 
(q.v.) sheriff who was born in upstate New York, Albert T. Morgan 
was a Student preparing to enter Oberlin College in Ohio when the 
Civil War broke out. He returned to his family home, now in Wis- 
consin, where his father had done well in the wheat business, and en- 
listed in the 2nd Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry. He served in the east- 
ern theater of the war, where his regiment made history as part of the 
famous Iron Brigade of the Army of the Potomac. Morgan rose from 
private to lieutenant colonel, was captured and exchanged, severely 
wounded in the left thigh, and became sick with malaria. But he al- 
ways returned to his post and finished up the war in his second en- 
listment. He had managed to keep his damaged leg but always 
walked with a limp and tired easily. 

His brother Charles, also a Union war veteran, proposed that the 
two look around for a new start. Landing at Vicksburg, they heard of 
land for sale at Yazoo City, 100 miles northeast. Soon they were in 
the planting business in a big way. But Mississippi was one of the un- 
friendliest place in the South for Northern emigrants. His problems 
were not eased any when he and his brother made known their ideas 
on race, protested bad treatment of local African Americans, estab- 
lished a Negro school, and generally stood up for equal treatment. 
Meanwhile, the planting went poorly. 

Broke and needing a reason to go on, the Morgans took heart at the 
passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) and the emergence 
of the Republican Party (q.v.) in Mississippi. Local blacks needed 
some candidates for their seat in the new state constitutional conven- 
tion. Morgan’s ticket won. He worked actively for black civil rights 
and for the disfranchisement of all who would not swear an oath to 
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political and civil equality of all men. His massive disfranchisement 
carried the day and ensured a Republican victory in the first election 
in 1868. 

Morgan managed to get himself elected to the county board of su- 
pervisors. He instituted Radical Republican policies, taxed property 
holders, and set up a system of public education and road repairs. His 
activity pleased black and carpetbag voters, who sent him to the state 
legislature. At Jackson, Republican Governor Adelbert Ames (q.Vv.) re- 
lied heavily on Morgan for advice as to whom to appoint to local pa- 
tronage positions. Morgan voted for the Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
Amendments and for Ames and Hiram Revels (qq.v.) as U.S. senators. 
He also backed the repeal of the Black Codes (q.v.), established a new 
court system, a public school system, and created new counties 
(named for such prominent Yankees as martyred President Abraham 
Lincoln, Senator Charles Sumner, and Vice President Schuyler Colfax 
[qq.v.], as well as correct principles, such as Union). But he opposed 
a public accommodations law because he feared that it would destroy 
Republicans as it had in neighboring Louisiana. He also met a New 
York schoolteacher, a mulatto named Carrie Highgate. He married her 
in short order (which did not endear him at all to white Mississippi) 
and they went on a honeymoon to New York state. They returned to 
Yazoo City, where they set up housekeeping and Carrie gave birth to 
three children in as many years. Two more would come along later. 
Morgan meanwhile was elected county sheriff. 

With marriage and family and a rousing political career ahead of 
him, Morgan thought that he had achieved heaven on earth. But he 
reckoned without white Mississippi. Even though Morgan had 
clearly won the election, his opponent, the incumbent (a Mississippi 
Union man during the war), refused to vacate the office, shooting 
erupted, and his opponent fell dead. Morgan was spirited away to 
Jackson under arrest. But Governor Ames set Morgan free to resume 
office. 

Meanwhile, the whites of Yazoo City had been organizing, arming, 
and training as unofficial militia companies. They won the city elec- 
tions that fall, where they had a slight majority, although Morgan and 
his black and white allies carried the county. The only way in which 
Democrats (q.v.) could take the predominantly black county was 
through violence, and everyone knew it. Blacks warned him that a 
mounted force of approximately 900 Ku Klux Klan (q.v.) members 
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was searching for him. Morgan escaped to Jackson. But Governor 
Ames’s administration was about to fall, too. Morgan gathered up his 
wife and children, who had been at a summer home in Holly Springs, 
and fled the state. Eventually, Morgan got a federal job in Washing- 
ton, D.C., as a second-class clerk in the Pension Office, thanks to 
Mississippi’s second black senator, Blanche K. Bruce (q.v.). He also 
wrote of his Mississippi experiences. 

But the election of Grover Cleveland as president ended that. He 
took his family to Kansas, then left them there as he toured the Col- 
orado gold and silver fields as a prospector. He found little wealth. 
He took up the free silver crusade, changed political parties, cam- 
paigned for William Jennings Bryan, and wrote several pamphlets 
and magazines in behalf of the free silver cause. Meanwhile, Carrie 
took her four girls (their son had become a railroad clerk) and went 
on tour of the East as a singing family. With the exception of a few 
short meetings with his son, Morgan never saw his wife and family 
again. He died in Denver in 1922. 


MORMON WAR (1857). The Republican Party platform in the elec- 
tion of 1856 (qq.v.) spoke out against the twin relics of polygamy and 
slavery in the territories. The former was a reference to the people of 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Mormons), who had 
fled to the valley of the Great Salt Lake in Utah to escape violent re- 
ligious persecution in the settled areas of the East. At the time (1847), 
the area was Mexican territory. But within years the Mormons were 
back in the United States, on the direct overland trail to California’s 
gold fields, and in need of a territorial government. 

At that time, the Mormon state of Deseret included Utah Territory 
and land north to Idaho’s Salmon River and south to San Diego, Cal- 
ifornia. After the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), the new Utah Territory 
included all of present-day Colorado west of the Continental Divide 
and the current states of Utah and Nevada. President Millard Fillmore 
(q.v.) had more pressing problems. He simply appointed the Mor- 
mons’ own theocracy as the territorial officials. In everlasting grati- 
tude, the Mormons named one of their counties Millard and its gov- 
erning seat Fillmore. When Franklin Pierce (q.v.) came in, he wanted 
to appoint a secular government to run the territory, but he was too 
busy with Kansas and let things slide. James Buchanan (q.v.) would 
not be so lucky or smart. 
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The governor of Utah was the Prophet and First President of the 
Council of Twelve, Brigham Young. At best, one could say that his 
representation of the interests of the United States was secondary to 
church desires. The Mormons were smack in the middle of the pro- 
posed transcontinental railroad (if it came out of Chicago, and it 
would) and in the way of the usual contractors, jobbers, speculators, 
and investment interests that usually ran western territories. They not 
only had to deal with the government in Washington, but they also 
had to deal with Young and the church. And Young was smarter than 
they. He drove a hard bargain, if they could get one at all. 

Actually, the Republican platform of 1856 was a political trap laid 
for Buchanan. The Republicans wanted Buchanan to intervene in 
Utah to show the Democrats’ inconsistency in supporting popular 
sovereignty (q.v.), or noninterference in Kansas. Buchanan stepped 
into the trap by appointing a secular territorial government of the 
usual Democratic Party (q.v.) political hacks. Young ignored them, 
and then he threw them out. Then a wagon train of rowdy Gentiles 
from areas that that persecuted the Mormons back East passed 
through Utah, headed for San Diego. When they reached Mountain 
Meadows near St. George, Mormon militia and local Native Ameri- 
cans attacked and massacred most of the company. How much Young 
and the church had to do with this is arguable, but Buchanan had al- 
ready decided that a show of federal force was overdue. 

Sending the U.S. Army out onto the Great Plains to Ft. Bridger, 
Buchanan placed the expedition under one of the army’s top officers, 
Col. Albert Sidney Johnston (q.v.). Supplies had to be freighted out 
West from Kansas City. The army contracted with the best company 
for the job, Russell, Majors, and Waddell. When Johnston’s column 
reached Ft. Bridger, they found it burned out by the Mormon militia. 
The supply train was next, and Russell, Majors, and Waddell lost so 
much equipment to the Mormon attack that it began its slow decline 
into eventual bankruptcy. The army spent a long, cold, and hungry 
winter at Ft. Bridger. 

Meanwhile, an important Gentile friend of the Mormons, Thomas 
Leiper Kane of Pennsylvania, went by sea, across the Isthmus of 
Panama, and up the trail from San Diego to Great Salt Lake City. He 
convinced Young that he would have to permit punishment of the 
leaders of the Mountain Meadows Massacre and let the army march 
through Great Salt Lake City to an encampment south of town. He 
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would also have to yield to a new nonchurch government. The real 
significance, besides the showing of army inadequacies that Confed- 
erate commanders would demonstrate time and time again, was that 
the army was too busy to do much in the Kansas Settlement (q.v.). 


MORRILL, JUSTIN M. (1810-1898). Born in Vermont the eldest of 
ten children, Justin M. Morrill was educated in local schools and 
academies. He became a clerk in a local store and began a profitable 
career in merchandising that allowed him to retire to the life of gen- 
tleman farmer and scholar by 1848. Morrill married in 1851 and his 
wife bore him two sons. He served in county and state committees 
and was elected to Congress as an antislavery Whig (q.v.) in 1854. He 
would serve twelve years in the House and thirty-two in the Senate, 
the longest unbroken tenure until the twentieth century. He soon 
changed over to the Republican Party (q.v.). Although against slav- 
ery, Morrill’s real talent lay in tariff and finance. He wrote the initials 
bills on funding the debt, the Civil War tariff designed to protect in- 
fant industry and raise revenue (it was thus the highest to that time), 
and the Land Grant College Act (qq.v.), his proudest achievement, 
and one that was expanded in 1890. It would be fair to say that Mor- 
rill had much to do with the passage of the Republican’s domestic 
economic program during the Civil War. During Reconstruction he 
came out as a hard-money man against free silver or greenbacks and 
spoke in favor of beautifying the capitol grounds. Morrill was a liter- 
ary man and wrote several books and articles on self-improvement. 
He died in Washington at the end of the century, having won over- 
whelmingly each election he ran in. 


MOSES, FRANKLIN J., JR. (1838-1906). A South Carolina 
Scalawag (q.v.), Franklin J. Moses Jr., probably more than any other 
man, typified the stereotype of the socially prominent, pleasant, 
promising, and young native white who sold his soul to corruption 
and turned on his race for personal profit. From a Spanish-Jewish 
family that had once fled the Inquisition, Moses’ father was a promi- 
nent Charleston attorney, a state legislator for twenty years before the 
war, a chief justice of the state supreme court afterward, and a 
Scalawag. But he was respected by friend and foe alike. Not so the 
son. Born Franklin Israel Moses Jr., Frank dropped his middle name 
(imitating his father) and substituted the initial “J.” No one knows 
why. The Moseses were never discriminated against because of their 
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ethnicity. Indeed, Charleston Jews were quick to point out that the 
younger Moses was raised as a Gentile and married outside the faith. 
After his education, Moses became personal secretary to Governor 
Francis W. Pickens. It was 1860, and South Carolina was in the 
process of seceding from the Union, the first Southern state to do so. 
He represented the governor in negotiations for the surrender of Ft. 
Sumter (q.v.), and after the battle he personally raised the Confeder- 
ate flag over the captured installation. He later served as a military 
enrolling officer with the rank of colonel. It looked respectable and it 
avoided combat. 

After the war, Moses was admitted to the bar and joined the Epis- 
copal Church. He edited a newspaper and endorsed President Andrew 
Johnson’s Reconstruction (qq.v.) policies. But with the passage of the 
Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), something went haywire in 
Moses’ normally well-ordered, upper-class Charlestonian mind. He 
grasped what was obvious to any ambitious politician: the key to con- 
trol of the state would be the new black voters. Moses immediately 
began to organize Union Loyal Leagues (q.v.) among the former 
slaves. He criticized his social peers for their stupidity in refusing to 
submit to Radical Reconstruction. Thankful for his leadership, the 
blacks from his district sent him to the state constitutional conven- 
tion, where he became an outspoken Radical Republican (q.v.). He 
was elected to the state house of representatives, where he became 
speaker. Under the new administration Moses was appointed adjutant 
and inspector general of the state militia, trustee of the state univer- 
sity, and trustee of the state militia. In each office Moses made it clear 
that he could be bought. He took bribes in the house of representa- 
tives and dealt in bogus state pay vouchers. As head of the militia he 
diverted money raised for arms to his personal use. 

In 1872, Moses became governor again, relying on the African 
American vote and defeating a reform candidate, Daniel H. Cham- 
berlain (q.v.). As governor, Moses sold pardons, political appoint- 
ments, and his signature on all legislation. Backed up by his militia, 
he defied court orders. He hobnobbed with his black constituents on 
a one-to-one level, wined and dined them all, and wenched the best 
and worst. He spent so much money that he could hardly steal it fast 
enough to keep up with his bills. Even his corrupt colleagues became 
embarrassed by his raucous conduct. At the end of his two-year term 
even the worst Republicans had deserted him for Chamberlain. The 


NASHVILLE CAMPAIGN @ 417 


new governor began his reform administration by refusing to issue 
Moses his commission for circuit judge, a position to which he had 
been elected. With the triumph of the Red Shirts (q.v.), Moses man- 
aged to save himself from a prison term by ratting on all of his 
cronies. 

In 1878, Moses lost his wife, who divorced him and left the state, 
never telling his children who their father was. Some of his kin 
changed their surname so as not to be identified with his deeds. 
Moses himself wandered from one city to another, running small con- 
fidence games, operating as a petty thief, serving several prison 
terms, and winding up a drug addict. He died in Massachusetts of ac- 
cidental asphyxiation from a poorly ventilated heater. 


MUD MARCH. See FREDERICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 
MURFREESBORO, BATTLE OF. See PERRY VILLE CAMPAIGN. 
MUSKET. See LOAD-IN-NINE-TIMES. 


-N- 


NASHVILLE, BATTLE OF. See NASHVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


NASHVILLE CAMPAIGN. After Confederate Lt. Gen. John B. 
Hood’s (q.v.) loss of Atlanta, he remained at Lovejoy, waiting for 
Federal Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.) to make his next move. 
Sherman stayed in Atlanta, however, consolidating his gains. Hood 
then decided to force Sherman to abandon the city by attacking the 
single rail line that supplied the Union army in Georgia. Sherman, 
cognizant of his vulnerability because of Confederate cavalry leader 
Lt. Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest’s (q.v.) victories during the Battle of 
Brice’s Crossroads (q.v.) and the events that followed, sent Maj. Gen. 
George Thomas’s Army of the Cumberland back up the rails to hold 
Nashville. 

Hood moved northward, attacking the railroad at several points, 
but failing to hold it for any significant period of time. Sherman fol- 
lowed, but what Hood did not count on was that the Federals had 
enough soldiers to handle him and to continue to hold Atlanta, too. At 
this moment, Hood decide to attack Nashville, the base from which 
Sherman was operating. Sherman, however, was about to embark on 
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his March to the Sea (q.v.). He left Atlanta for the coast at Savannah, 
reinforcing Thomas with all extra troops and letting him worry about 
Hood. 

Meanwhile, instead of taking the initiative, Hood waited three 
weeks for Forrest to join him in northern Alabama. Thomas took the 
time to completely reorganize his department and prepare for the on- 
slaught. On 19 November, Hood began to move north, headed for 
Columbia, Tennessee, hoping to cut off all Federals guarding the rails 
into Georgia. The weather was cold with rain, sleet, and snow. Then 
it would thaw and repeat the process. Hood reached Columbia just as 
the Federals did. Leaving a corps behind to keep the Union com- 
manders’ attention, Hood took the rest of his army to Spring Hill. If 
he reached it first, the Yankees, led by Maj. Gen. John Schofield 
(q.v.), would be trapped. Schofield and his commanders figured out 
what Hood was up to, and Schofield started north, arriving at Spring 
Hill just ahead of Forrest’s cavalry and holding the town (29 No- 
vember). 

Hood’s infantry came up about dark. All he had to do was cross the 
road and Schofield would be cut off from Nashville. All night long, 
the Confederates sat and waited to move. No orders came, said Con- 
federate corps commanders. Hood said that he gave the orders but no 
one acted upon them. All night long the Confederates could hear 
Schofield’s men, guns, and wagons fleeing up the road toward 
Nashville. One spoiling attack by one Confederate division acting on 
its own volition was not enough. By dawn, Schofield was at Franklin 
backed against the raging Harpeth River, with Hood coming up 
slowly. 

Schofield prepared to do battle, while his engineers worked on 
fords and bridges to get the army across. If Hood did not attack, 
Schofield would cross the river after dark. Around 3:30 P.M., Hood 
and his commanders attacked. In a charge that dwarfed what Maj. 
Gen. George E. Pickett did at Gettysburg in the Pennsylvania Cam- 
paign (q.v.), Hood’s men charged across two miles of open ground 
without artillery preparation against actual fortifications. The result 
was slaughter of the Confederate soldiers and the decimation of 
their officers (six killed, five wounded, and one captured). Hood 
kept the futile effort up until 9:00 p.m. With equal forces engaged 
(27,000), Hood lost 6,200 men and ten battle flags. Schofield lost 
2,300. 
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Schofield finished his march to Nashville, coming under the con- 
trol of Thomas. Hood followed, but lacked the strength to attack. He 
drew up outside Nashville—each side entrenched, and staring at the 
other. Thomas patiently prepared to attack Hood, but living up to his 
nickname, “Old Slow Trot,” he took his time. Meanwhile, the au- 
thorities in Washington were growing impatient. Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) stepped in and ordered Thomas to attack on 6 December. 
He was not yet ready with his cavalry. He delayed until 8 December. 
Then the ground froze, making movement physically too dangerous. 
Thomas postponed the attack, again. Grant decided to replace 
Thomas with Schofield, then with one of Sherman’s generals, then he 
decided that he would go in person to straighten things out on 15 De- 
cember. 

But Thomas finally launched his assault that same day, turning 
Hood’s left flank. The Confederates fell back to two hills south of the 
city. Hood remained in position overnight. On 16 December, Thomas 
hit Hood’s right, but it held. Then Thomas attacked Hood’s left, as he 
had done the day before. Hood’s whole army pulled out in the dark. 
Outnumbering the Rebels two to one, Thomas lost 3,000. Hood suf- 
fered 1,500 battle casualties, with another 4,500 being captured. 
Nashville is generally considered to be the only really decisive battle 
of the war. 

Maj. Gen. James H. Wilson’s cavalry corps continued the pursuit 
the next day, harrying Hood back into Alabama by 27 December, 
stopped only by high rivers and wrecked bridges. On 10 January 
1865, the shattered Army of Tennessee was at Tupelo, where Hood 
submitted his request to be relieved of command, to the relief of the 
men under him. The remnants of the Army of Tennessee would even- 
tually be called over to join the Carolinas Campaign (q.v.), where 
they surrendered under their old commander, Gen. Joseph E. John- 
ston (q.v.), at Durham Station (q.v.), on 26 April. 


NASHVILLE CONVENTION. See COMPROMISE OF 1850 


NATIONAL BANKING ACT (1863, 1864). The Republican Party 
(q.v.) had a distinct domestic program designed to appease both its 
agricultural and industrial supporters. This program had as its basis 
the old Whig (q.v.) economic policies based in part on Henry Clay’s 
American System (q.v.). Part of the program appealed to American 
industry by creating a centralized national banking system. In the Na- 
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tional Banking Act of 1862, the Republicans created a banking sys- 
tem that lasted from the Civil War to the founding of the Federal Re- 
serve in 1914. 

Designed to replace the Second Bank of the United States that 
President Andrew Jackson had destroyed in 1830 and that Democrats 
(q.v.) had prevented from being re-created until the South seceded, 
the National Banking Act issued federal charters to banks under the 
supervision of the Department of the Treasury. Banks had to have a 
minimum amount of capital to qualify, and one-third of the capital 
had to be in U.S. bonds deposited in the U.S. Treasury. In exchange, 
the government would issue the member bank federal bank notes up 
to 90 percent of the deposited sums, to be used as a national currency. 
The national banks were limited to $300 million in notes in all. Prior 
to the war, each bank or state issued its own notes, some of which 
were backed by specie and some of which were not. As with most 
federal laws, member banks agreed to allow inspection and audit by 
federal bank authorities. 

At first banks did not wish to be limited by federal controls, but a 
10 percent tax on all nonfederal notes quickly drove all but U'S. is- 
suances out of circulation. This caused a rush to join the national 
banking system, and by 1865 over 11,000 banks with $200,000 in 
notes were members. The National Banking Act was good in that it 
created a regulated currency of the same value everywhere in the 
United States, but it was bad in that it was limited to $300 million, 
and most of this amount circulated in the Eastern states, making the 
West money poor. 


NATIONAL UNION PARTY. To work closely with those from the 
Democratic Party (q.v.) called War Democrats, who wished to prose- 
cute a vigorous war policy against the Confederacy, Abraham Lin- 
coln (q.v.) and the Republicans (q.v.) dropped the Republican label 
and adopted the National Union Party as their name. It was a coali- 
tion that usually presented War Democrats as candidates in close state 
and local elections. The use of the National Union Party name al- 
lowed Democratic voters to choose prowar men without the onus of 
voting directly for the often hated Republican Party. Lincoln ran on 
this label in the election of 1864 (q.v.), and Andrew Johnson (q.v.) 
tried to use the same label to oppose congressional Reconstruction 
(q.v.) in the by-elections of 1866. 
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NAVY. See CONFEDERATE SEA RAIDERS; PRIZE CASES. 


NAVY CONTRACTS SCANDAL. During President Ulysses S. 
Grant’s (q.v.) second term, the scandals grew worse and more fre- 
quent until they seemed universal, striking nearly every government 
department. George M. Robeson of New Jersey was the head of the 
Department of the Navy. Along with Hamilton Fish (q.v.) in the State 
Department, Robeson had the distinction of serving the longest, 
nearly eight years. After the election of 1872 (q.v.), someone in Con- 
gress noticed that Robeson, a relatively poor man most of his life, 
was living pretty high on the hog. In fact, closer investigations 
proved the secretary had cleared $320,000 during his tenure. Unfor- 
tunately, he received this money as kickbacks from friends to whom 
he awarded government shipbuilding contracts. But by the time Con- 
gress got to the bottom of it, the election of 1876 (q.v.) was on and 
there were bigger fish to fry in the pan of governmental fraud. So 
Robeson left office relatively untouched. But it all happened on 
Grant’s watch, as the newspapers were quick to point out. 


NEGRO MILITIAS. See BLACK AND TAN. 


NEW DEPARTURE. The idea that whites should rule the South and 
manage racial affairs locally without interference from Congress or 
Federal soldiers was called the New Departure. See also HAYES, 
RUTHERFORD B. 


NEW ENGLAND EMIGRANT AID SOCIETY. Because the North 
saw the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.) as some sort of di- 
abolical plot to turn the whole West into a preserve for slavery, a 
movement arose in the North to save Kansas from this earthly perdi- 
tion. Eli Thayer, a Massachusetts educator and businessman, organ- 
ized the New England Emigrant Aid Society. Its goal was to help Free- 
Soil settlers get out to Kansas, settle it, and vote to make Kansas free. 

They had to move fast. Already Missouri proslave settlers were 
coming in to create proslave centers like Atchison, Leavenworth, and 
Lecompton. Proslave forces easily won the first territorial election on 
30 March 1854. Although proslave settlers accounted for most of the 
population, the Southern cause also was helped by border crossers 
from Missouri, who showed up to vote, many wearing guns. They 
soon receive the name “Border Ruffians” up North. In July 1854, the 
first thirty antislavery settlers arrived and built the town of Lawrence, 
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named for the cotton mill magnate, Amos Lawrence, who financed 
them. The houses were solidly built of brick and stone and the Free 
State Hotel in the center of town was a veritable fortress. It proved to 
be a wise move. See also KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER WARS. 


NEW HOPE CHURCH. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 
NEW HUMANISTS. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 
NEW MADRID, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 


NEW MARKET, BATTLE OF. See RICHMOND CAMPAIGN 
(1864). 


NEW MARKET HEIGHTS, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, 
SIEGE OF. 


NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA CAMPAIGN. When Texas seceded 
from the Union in February 1861 and received the surrender of all 
federal troops and installations, most of which were in the West 
guarding against American Indian depredations, the government at 
Austin sent Lt. Col. John R. Baylor and his 2nd Texas Mounted Ri- 
fles out to secure El Paso in a so-called buffalo hunt. Baylor declared 
all of New Mexico south of the thirty-fourth parallel (essentially the 
old Gadsden Purchase) to be the Confederate Territory of Arizona. 
The advancing Texans managed to bluff the Federals out of Ft. Fill- 
more above El Paso and capture it during its flight from the garrison 
on the roads the next day. Meanwhile, a convention of like-minded 
citizens had met in Mesilla, New Mexico, and seceded from the 
Union, beating four later Confederate states. But, in reality, Baylor 
represented the aspirations of Texans to retake all of eastern New 
Mexico, which Texas had yielded to the vicissitudes of sectional har- 
mony during the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.). 

Soon, Brig. Gen. Henry H. Sibley arrived, fresh from Richmond, 
looking to secure the alleged mineral wealth of the great Southwest 
for the South. He raised three more mounted regiments and, with 
Baylor’s men, invaded New Mexico up the valley of the Rio Grande. 
Opposing him were a mixture of Federal regular infantry and New 
Mexico volunteers under Col. E.R. S. Canby (q.v.), stationed at var- 
ious small posts throughout the territory. The Spanish-speaking lo- 
cals had little love for the Union, but they hated the arrogant Texans 
even more. 
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The advancing Confederates lured the Federals out of Ft. Craig, 
the next post north, by cutting their supply lines at a ford on the Rio 
Grande called Valverde. When the fort’s garrison sallied forth, the 
Rebels won a sharp battle, which sent the Federals scurrying back to 
the shelter of the fort. Sibley, who had been sick during the fighting, 
now advanced, headed for Santa Fe and Colorado’s mines, but he left 
Canby’s Ft. Craig garrison intact across his line of potential retreat. 

Capturing Santa Fe, Sibley turned east to secure Apache Canyon 
which led to the roads to Colorado. A series of indecisive skirmishes 
ensued. The Confederates pushed on to meet the main Federal force, 
reinforced by Colorado volunteers, at Glorieta. In two sharp fights, 
the Rebels were victorious at Pigeon’s Ranch in the canyon, but lost 
their supply train to a marauding force of Colorado cavalry at John- 
son’s Ranch to their rear. Meanwhile, Sibley received news that Col. 
Canby had come up the river behind him with a mobile column. Al- 
though Canby was pushed aside at Albuquerque, his arrival forced 
Sibley to order a general retreat and the abandonment of Santa Fe. 
Pushed on by a skirmish at Peralta below Santa Fe, Sibley’s force 
now was caught between its pursuers and the remaining Ft. Craig 
garrison. The Confederates decided to avoid the fort, which they 
dared not stop to attack, and bypass Ft. Craig. This impelled him to 
leave the relatively fertile Rio Grande valley for the dreaded Jornada 
del Muerto, a waterless trip through rough country to the West. 

By the time the demoralized, thirsty Texans got back to the Rio 
Grande at E] Paso, Canby’s Colorado force and the Ft. Craig garrison 
had received reinforcements from California coming across the over- 
land trail from the Pacific Coast. The California column had lost a 
skirmish with portions of Sibley’s command at Picacho Pass north of 
Tucson (generally considered the westernmost battle of the Civil 
War, although another skirmish at Stanwix Station was closer to Ft. 
Yuma), but by sheer numbers conquered Tucson and drove off an as- 
sault by united Apache tribes at Apache Pass in the mountains east of 
the town, before arriving at Mesilla. Their approach caused the Con- 
federates to retreat all the way to San Antonio, ending their aspira- 
tions for extending a Confederate empire through the Rocky Moun- 
tains to the Pacific Coast. 


NEW ORLEANS, SECOND BATTLE OF. As the biggest seaport of 
the South and located at the mouth of the Mississippi River, which 
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drained the entire area between the Appalachians and the Rockies, 
New Orleans became an immediate target for Yankee conquest in the 
spring of 1862, in what would be called the Second Battle of New Or- 
leans (Andrew Jackson’s defense in 1815 being the first). 

Confederate efforts at its defense seemed more adequate on paper 
than they proved in action. The river approaches were guarded by 
two forts nearer the Gulf, older Ft. St. Philip and the more modern Ft. 
Jackson, which contained a total of 500 men and 75 guns. The bas- 
tions were reinforced by three river rams, the Manassas (opera- 
tional), the Louisiana (unpowered), and the Mississippi (unfinished). 
A thousand infantry were placed at Jackson’s old Chalmette line, but 
very little was done to guard against an overland expedition from the 
Lake Pontchartrain area to the east, even though the Yankees had al- 
ready taken Ship Island and placed 15,000 men for the assault against 
the Crescent City. 

On 18 April 1862, Admiral David G. Farragut (q.v.) assembled a 
fleet of some twenty-four wood hulls and numerous small mortar 
boats to pound the forts into submission and run past them to the city 
itself. All week long the mortars blasted the forts, doing very little 
damage. Early on the morning of 25 April, before dawn, Farragut de- 
cided to chance running the fortifications and destroy the Rebel 
ships. By first light, he had accomplished his purpose with very little 
loss. 

The Confederates were very demoralized by Farragut’s élan and 
success. They quickly abandoned the city, which Farragut’s fleet took 
without opposition. The civil authorities formally surrendered New 
Orleans on 29 April and the Union ground forces occupied it on 1 
May, laying the framework for the readmission of Louisiana into the 
Union in what would be the Louisiana Experiment (q.v.). 


NEW ORLEANS, THIRD BATTLE OF (BATTLE OF CANAL 
STREET). By 1874, the White League (q.v.) had gained control of 
the countryside outside of New Orleans by using classic guerrilla tac- 
tics and isolating Governor William Pitt Kellogg’s (q.v.) supporters in 
the city itself. The local Democratic Club rechristened itself the Cres- 
cent City White League (q.v.), ordered rifles from New York, and 
awaited the yellow fever season, when U.S. troops would be sent to 
Holly Springs, Mississippi, for their health. The White League 
planned to arm itself, capture Kellogg, and exile him out of the state, 
installing his former electoral opponent, Democrat (q.v.) John 
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McEnerty, as governor. When Kellogg refused to surrender, the White 
Leaguers threw up barricades and prepared to fight his black state 
militia and the Metropolitan Police. Led by noted Scalawag former 
Confederate Lt. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.), the Republican forces 
attacked the White League position only to be driven back. The 
White Leaguers then charged and, raising the “Rebel yell,’ eventu- 
ally cleared the streets. Longstreet’s retreating men forted up in the 
customs house, which the White League wisely decided not to attack, 
it being federal property. But they took all of the state buildings and 
set up the McEnery people as the government. The Republican (q.v.) 
casualties were eleven killed and sixty wounded, while the White 
League lost twenty-one killed and nineteen wounded. 


NEW ORLEANS RACE RIOT (30 JULY 1866). The bloodiest so far, 
unlike the Norfolk and Memphis race riots (qq.v.), the New Orleans 
riot was not economic but political. This plus its long list of casual- 
ties made it the story of the day during the ensuing Northern con- 
gressional political campaign of 1866 that doomed President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.), his plan of easy reunion, and the South to congres- 
sional Reconstruction (q.v.). Although New Orleans looked on the 
surface much like Norfolk and Memphis —a Federal occupation early 
in the war, an increased population of foreigners and blacks, eco- 
nomic competition between them, and a white population fearing the 
new order in which they had minimal participation—the rest was 
quite different. 

Louisiana had been President Abraham Lincoln’s Reconstruction 
(q.v.) showpiece. Under the Ten Percent Plan (q.v.), Louisiana had 
called a constitutional convention in 1864 to create the first Free 
State government. The representation was based on whites alone, and 
for the first time New Orleans mechanics and small white farmers 
controlled Louisiana government. They refused to put black suffrage 
in the new Free State constitution as it would compromise their po- 
litical clout, although they permitted a future legislature to do it for 
them. But that was unlikely as the legislature was under their control, 
too. As the convention adjourned, it took an unusual step. It passed 
an ordinance allowing the convention president or the state legisla- 
ture to recall the delegates to rework the Free State constitution at 
some future unnamed date. 

The first government elected after the war’s close under the Free 
State constitution was a white male, Democratic (q.v.) regime, complete 
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with J. Madison Wells, a governor who had led the early pro-Union 
government and now had switched sides (a Louisiana art). He and his 
legislators passed the Black Codes (q.v.) and began to work to crush the 
nascent Republican Party (q.v.) forever. But there was a forum that the 
Democrats still did not control—the old 1864 constitutional convention. 
Opponents of the convention asked the U.S. Army to stop the new meet- 
ing, scheduled for 30 July at the New Orleans’ Mechanics Hall. Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Absalom Baird refused to get involved. 

Meanwhile, the city officials decided to move on their own, de- 
spite the general’s warnings. They were determined to prevent this 
“radical” body from interfering with the constitution and instituting 
black suffrage. 

On the day of the convention, a quorum was not present and the 
convention sent the sergeant at arms to find the missing members. As 
they waited, a procession of black demonstrators marched up to the 
hall, waving banners and chanting in favor of a renewed convention. 
White bystanders, many of them underage and drunk, exchanged 
words and blows with the demonstrators. As usual, some unidentified 
person, black or white, fired the first shot. The police returned a vol- 
ley into the crowd of demonstrators and the riot was on. The blacks 
fled into the hall for protection from the white mob that continued to 
grow in numbers and viciousness outside. The police joined the mob, 
and the whites assaulted the convention hall. Three times the attack- 
ers were driven back with losses before taking the hall. By the time 
USS. troops arrived the riot was over. Gen. Baird explained their tar- 
diness by claiming that he thought the convention would meet at 6:00 
P.M., not noon. The black casualties were 34 killed and 119 wounded, 
while the whites lost 4 killed and 27 wounded. 

Both sides blamed the other for the riot. But one thing was sure; 
the carnage in the streets of New Orleans did much to defeat what 
was left of President Johnson’s plans for Reconstruction and elect the 
Republican Congress that would enforce the Military Reconstruction 
Acts (q.v.) drawn up by its predecessor and move to impeach the 
president in short order. It also showed the white South that violence 
properly channeled could be quite useful in the future. 


NEW ORLEANS RACE RIOT (24-27 OCTOBER 1868). Unlike 
the earlier 1866 New Orleans race riot (q.v.), black and white Re- 
publicans (q.v.) were better prepared to resist, although the results 
were about the same. Black leaders were getting sick and tired of 
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newspaper smears against their character, intelligence, and abilities. 
Although they had a slight majority of registered voters, victory in 
the 1868 state elections was not guaranteed. Whites believed that 
Republicans imported blacks from surrounding parishes to vote and 
take the city (an old Louisiana ploy whites had used before the war 
among themselves, commonly called “Plaquemining” after the 
parish from which the ringers came). They also disliked the able 
leadership that blacks provided in the city, a result of the large edu- 
cated free black population from before the war. Finally, there were 
numerous political clubs representing every possible faction of both 
parties. They did much to keep the pot boiling with their nightly pa- 
rades and antics, designed to embarrass their opponents. 

On Saturday, 24 October, two political clubs met by accident on 
Canal Street. They began to try and outshout each other. Then some 
whites fired into the Republicans. Seven died as the blacks retreated. 
Infuriated, the blacks went home and armed themselves and began at- 
tacking every white in sight. Federal soldiers finally put an end to the 
rioting, after two whites died and several were wounded. No blood- 
shed occurred the next day but tensions ran high. But the next three 
days made up for the twenty-four-hour respite, despite the appeal of 
leaders of both parties and the army command to cease political 
marches and fights. The excuse for the white Democrats was that 
they were helping patrol the city in the absence of the Metropolitan 
Police, a largely black force. Gangs robbed and looted homes and 
businesses until Wednesday, when the army restored order again. The 
number of deaths ran from sixty-three in the state legislature investi- 
gation report down to a more realistic half-dozen whites and a dozen 
blacks. Uncounted others were wounded on both sides. Once again, 
violence had shown the white South how to defeat republicanism and 
redeem white rule. It was the portent of things to come. 


NEW RATIONALISTS. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


NEW YORK CITY DRAFT RIOT (1863). See CONSCRIPTION 
AND DRAFT EVASION, UNION. 


NONEXCLUSION DOCTRINE. A Southern political theory that held 
that the U.S. Constitution guaranteed slavery as an institution in the 
western territories of the United States until such a time as the territory 
might apply for statehood, whereupon slavery could be confirmed or 
abolished within the boundaries of the proposed new state by the state 
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constitutional convention or by a later popular vote. It was a crucial 
component of the 1857 U.S. Supreme Court case Dred Scott v. Sanford 
(qq.v.). See also EXTRATERRITORIALITY OF SLAVERY. 


NORFOLK RACE RIOT (16 APRIL 1866). The first major explosion 
of racial tension during Reconstruction occurred at Norfolk, Virginia. 
The local African American population, which had been augmented by 
numerous ex-slaves looking for economic opportunity away from the 
plantation system in this busy port city, planned to march in support of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (q.v.). Whites saw this march as rubbing 
their faces in a series of congressional humiliations, the loss of political 
majority to incoming black refugees, and minor racial clashes. They de- 
cided that it was time to strike back. As the blacks wended their way 
through rainy streets to a speaker’s platform, local whites attacked them 
with rocks and bottles. The proverbial first shot rang out, and the riot 
was on, with both sides returning fire. Both sides blamed the other for 
starting the incident. After the clash, one of the white ringleaders was 
killed, and white disciplinary squads returned to the streets to exact 
vengeance. Only belated military intervention prevented another riot. It 
was a Classic example of riot to maintain traditional white control that 
was being lost to the population shifts common during the early part of 
Reconstruction (q.v.). It was also an indication that while the Civil War 
might be over on the battlefield, it had barely begun in the back alleys 
and byways of the former Confederacy. Ensuing race riots (q.v.) would 
follow in Memphis and New Orleans. 


NORTH ANNA RIVER, BATTLE OF. See RICHMOND CAM- 
PAIGN. 


NURSES. In both North and South, women volunteered to serve as ad- 
juncts to the battlefields, when they were not actually joining the bat- 
tle line disguised as men. The primary role for women in the nine- 
teenth century was as caregivers in the hospitals. In both sections, 
Roman Catholic orders of nuns were accepted right off, but the 
armies initially objected to the presence of women as providers of 
medical services. There was great fear that the naked male body 
would somehow corrupt their morals and that the gore of the battle- 
field would cause them to faint away or be marred for life. The 
women volunteers soon disabused the medical authorities of these 
misunderstandings of the hardiness of the female character. 
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In the North, as usual, organization was paramount. Helped by the 
US. Sanitary Commission (q.v.) and opposed by the medical directors 
and surgeons general (q.v.), Dorthea Dix, already famous for her work 
with the insane, and a friend of Florence Nightingale of Crimean War 
renown, got the Union to organize a Women’s Nursing Bureau as 
early as 23 April 1861. Her standards were tough and inflexible. A 
candidate for nursing had to be thirty years of age or older, be plain to 
ugly in features, dress simply without bustles, and exhibit a proper 
decorum while making her rounds. Pay was 40 cents a day plus food. 
Tragically, Miss Dix was a poor organizer and administrator—one 
soldier called her a “self-sealing can of horror tied up in red tape.” The 
result was that ultimately she became a figurehead as army adminis- 
trators took over the department. 

But there were plenty of women on both sides who were fully ca- 
pable of making their marks on Civil War medicine in the fields of 
wounds and disease (qq.v.) treatment without Dix’s encumbrances. 
Phoebe Pember was a noted administrator and nurse at the big 
Chimborazo Hospital in Confederate Richmond. Kate Cumming 
served in Rebel hospitals in the western theater and kept a meticu- 
lous diary that has been published in several editions. Louisa May 
Alcott visited and publicized hospitals for the Northern home front. 
Mary Ann Bickerdyke, called “Mother” by all whom she encoun- 
tered, was a terror, “the Calico Cyclone,” to all incompetent doctors 
and male nurses who crossed her path. She also revealed the quali- 
ties that women brought into the army medical ranks. She liked to 
make unannounced visits and inspect the facilities available. Then 
she would go over the heads of the local medical staff until she 
found a man willing to straighten things out. Then she checked to be 
sure it was done. When an officer complained to his department 
commander of her interference, he was referred to President Abra- 
ham Lincoln (q.v.). “She outranks me,” the general told his disgrun- 
tled subordinate. 

Others of the same mettle were Mary Jane Stafford, “the Angel of 
Cairo”; Bette Reynolds, who entered medical school to become a 
doctor in 1864; Clara Barton, “the Angel of the Battlefield” and 
founder of the American Red Cross; Elizabeth Blackwell, a doctor 
who turned her skills to educating nurses; and Dr. Mary Walker, the 
only commissioned doctor in the Union army, who was awarded the 
Medal of Honor for her services. In the early 1900s, when a board re- 


430 © OAK GROVE, BATTLE OF 


viewing how medals had been issued to noncombatants asked her to 
return hers, as it did of many soldiers, she refused. 

These and some 3,200 other women served in the Union Nursing 
Bureau alone during the war. On both sides the women came to be 
appreciated, because they offered quality in a field, nursing, that 
seemed to attract the worst among men who volunteered or were as- 
signed the job. See also AMBULANCES SERVICES AND 
TRIAGE; DISEASE; MEDICAL DIRECTORS OR SURGEONS 
GENERAL, CONFEDERATE AND UNION; U.S. SANITARY 
COMMISSION; WOUNDS. 


tics 


OAK GROVE, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. 


OAK HILL, BATTLE OF. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN 
(1861-1862). 


OATHS OF ALLEGIANCE. Unlike the twentieth and twenty-first 
centuries, when loyalty oaths have often been challenged as inimical 
to individual rights, the era of the Civil War and Reconstruction re- 
lied on them without question. They were an essential part to any 
wartime habeas corpus (q.v.) proceeding and central to all plans for 
readmission of the seceded Southern states to full participation in the 
restored Union. 

There were two oaths used during the Civil War and Reconstruction. 
The standard loyalty oath was one of future loyalty to the U.S. govern- 
ment. This was given to all released prisoners, civilian or military. It 
pledged that one would hereafter be loyal to the U.S. Constitution, its 
government, and its policies. This oath was administered to all those 
who wished to participate in government under the presidential Recon- 
struction (q.v.) plans of Abraham Lincoln and Andrew Johnson (qq.v.). 

But Radical Republicans (q.v.) preferred that the more restrictive 
ironclad oath be administered. This pledged that the taker had not 
voluntarily given aid or succor to the Confederacy in any form what- 
soever. This was a key element to congressional plans of Recon- 
struction such as the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.). Some persons were de- 
nied the opportunity to take any oath of loyalty, particularly those 
proscribed under the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), until they went 
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through a program of pardon, amnesty, and parole (q.v.) as prescribed 
by President Lincoln’s Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction 
(q.v.), President Johnson’s Proclamation for Reconstruction (q.v.), or 
Congress as in the General Amnesty Acts of 1872 and 1898 (q.v.). 


OHIO IDEA. See ELECTION OF 1868. 


OLD CAPITOL (WASHINGTON). Federal installation that housed 
Confederate prisoners of war. See also PRISONS. 


OMNIBUS BILL. See COMPROMISE OF 1850. 


OPEQUON CREEK, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


ORCHARD KNOB, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


OSAWATOMIE. See BROWN, JOHN. 
OSTEND MANIFESTO (1854). See FILIBUSTERING. 


OVERLAND CAMPAIGN. See RICHMOND OR OVERLAND 
CAMPAIGN (1864). 


—p- 


PACIFIC RAILROAD ACT. The Republican Party’s (q.v.) distinct 
domestic program was designed to appease both its agricultural and 
industrial supporters. This program had as its basis the old Whig 
(q.v.) economic policies based in part on Henry Clay’s American 
System (q.v.). Part of the program appealed to both wings of the 
party by pledging to build a transcontinental railroad. The Pacific 
Railroad Act (1862, revised and expanded 1864) sought to give fed- 
eral aid to the private entrepreneurs through a land grant system of 
alternate sections along the right-of-way, twenty miles deep. Each 
rail company received another $16,000 a mile to build on the flats, 
and $48,000 a mile in mountains. Needless to say, many new, never- 
before-heard-of mountain ranges sprung up along the survey route. 
The route used was the Central Overland route, which had been 
proved to be passable even in winter by the running of the Pony Ex- 
press just before the war. The Union Pacific Railroad was chartered 
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to build and operate from Omaha, Nebraska Territory, to the west. 
The Central Pacific (later the Southern Pacific) Railroad was char- 
tered to build and operate from Sacramento, California, to the east. 
The land grant was doubled in the 1864 amended act, which also can- 
celed the limit on individual stock ownership, allowed companies to 
issue first-mortgage bonds of their own, and relegated the govern- 
ment’s bonds to a second mortgage. 


PALE FACES. This group was a local version of the Ku Klux Klan 
(q.v.) in many Southern states. 


PALMETTO RANCH, BATTLE OF. In November 1863, Union 
troops landed on the Texas coast at Brownsville to secure the Rio 
Grande boundary between the United States and Mexico, which was 
then dominated by a French army sent over by emperor Napoléon III 
under the Austrian Archduke Maximilian (q.v.). As the French were 
partial to the Confederacy, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) wished 
to assert some federal sovereignty in the area, a sparsely settled sort 
of no-man’s land between nations. There was some effort to extend 
Union control up the Rio Grande to enforce the blockade, but most 
of these garrisons were withdrawn to help out in the Red River Cam- 
paign (q.v.). But the ones near Brownsville remained behind. 

After defeating a force of Texas Union cavalry at Laredo in the 
spring of 1864, the Confederates moved down the Rio Grande to 
Brownsville, which was taken on 30 July. As a part of the occupation 
of Texas in 1865, Federal troops tried to reassert national control over 
Brownsville. But the Confederates stopped this effort at Palmetto 
Ranch on 13 May 1865, in the last battle of the Civil War. Two weeks 
later, a reinforced Federal army landed and took Brownsville, which 
had been abandoned by the Confederates upon learning of the immi- 
nent surrender of Texas at Galveston. These Union soldiers would be 
joined by the black XXV Corps from Virginia in mid-June, who 
pushed upriver and occupied all points from Brownsville to Laredo. 


PANIC OF 1857. The indecisive Crimean War on Russia’s Black Sea 
had upset the world’s economy by excluding Russia’s wheat from the 
world markets for several years. The shortfall had been made up by 
increased American production, but in 1857, this was no longer 
needed, causing a market glut and a corresponding fall in prices. At 
the same time, British banking interests decided to cash in their 
American bonds, draining gold from American banks, most located 
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in the North. The whole crisis came to a head when the expected gold 
shipment from California aboard ths SS Central America was lost off 
Cape Hatteras. The loss of that cargo, involving millions in gold 
minted in California since 1849, proved catastrophic. Many institu- 
tions could not meet the call for cash and folded, sending the New 
York Stock Market into a tailspin and collapse. But while the North 
suffered, cotton was booming. This led the South to see its slave 
economy and staple crop system as stronger than that of the industrial 
North. The solid Southern economy was of great help to the seceders 
in 1861, who pointed to 1857 and how the South was actually 
stronger economically than the North and no longer needed it as an 
albatross pulling the South down. 


PANIC OF 1873. See MONEY ISSUE. 


PARDON, AMNESTY, AND PAROLE. As soon as the South had se- 
ceded from the Union, the problem arose of how to get it back in. Im- 
plicit in this concept was the notion of forgiveness. The Union could not 
be made whole once again without it. Forgiveness has several contexts: 
pardon is generally the forgiveness of an individual for certain acts, 
amnesty is pardon applied to a class of people, while parole (basically a 
promise) is reserved for soldiers. Until 1864, a captured enemy of either 
side was generally imprisoned briefly and exchanged. But in cases of 
mass surrender (there were three of them during the war: Ft. Donelson, 
Vicksburg, and Appomattox, all to Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant [qq.v.]), lo- 
gistics demanded that the capturing force take the soldiers’ paroles to go 
home and not fight again until properly exchanged. 

Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) was a pardoning president. Perhaps it was 
because of his Southern background (born in Kentucky, raised in 
southern Indiana, an adult in Illinois, where he had strong Southern 
connections, not the least of which were his wife and her family). 
Maybe it was a part of his soul. His first public policy of pardon was 
his December 1863 Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction 
(q.v.) that set into operation his wartime plan of Reconstruction. But 
he was not weak because of this policy. Lincoln’s pardon and 
amnesty powers were always tempered by restrictions, although 
many Northerners thought him to be too lenient, as the 1864 Wade- 
Davis Bill (q.v.) demonstrated. Higher officials of the Confederate 
government or military could not participate in the initial formation 
of a loyal government in any Southern state. 
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Through his amnesty policy, Lincoln essentially sought out loyal per- 
sons, those who had fought consistently against secession (q.v.), rather 
than recanting Confederates. He also had a tendency to forgive minor 
infractions of military law, such as a soldier who was pardoned for hav- 
ing fallen asleep on sentry duty. He refused, however, to interfere in the 
death sentence of John Y. Beall, a prominent Marylander who got 
caught in civilian clothes attempting to release Confederate prisoners 
held at Johnson Island in Lake Erie. But he was against wholesale ret- 
ribution, maintaining that “blood cannot restore blood, and government 
should not act for revenge.” The surrender terms accorded Robert E. 
Lee’s (q.v.) army at Appomattox are the best example of this. 

After Lincoln’s assassination, President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) 
seemed to give a harsher application to the problem of forgiveness. 
He spoke of hanging traitors. Radical Republicans (q.v.) were 
pleased, but events showed the president not to be the man of retri- 
bution they wanted. Johnson’s Proclamation for Reconstruction (q.v.) 
exempted fourteen classes of citizens from taking the oath of future 
allegiance (q.v.) and accepting amnesty. Most of these were common 
to all plans of Reconstruction, such as higher officials of the Confed- 
erate and state governments and staff officers of the military estab- 
lishment. But he also included a special class that exempted all per- 
sons worth $20,000 or more from amnesty. Instead, they had to apply 
for individual pardon. 

Johnson reserved particular venom for Confederate president Jef- 
ferson Davis (q.v.), who was held at Fortress Monroe for two years, 
then set free on a writ of habeas corpus (q.v.) and admitted to bail 
while still under indictment. But Davis was included in the general 
Confederate amnesty that was the final act of the Johnson adminis- 
tration (Christmas 1868). With the exception of Davis, who was 
never tried, the only other Confederate officials jailed were Vice 
President Alexander Stephens (q.v.) and Postmaster General John H. 
Reagan. They were released in a matter of months. Most of those 
who had fled the United States in fear of their lives returned and lived 
unmolested, if often unreconstructed, lives. 

Because Johnson proved to be almost as liberal as Lincoln in indi- 
vidual cases, those exempt from general amnesty applied in droves to 
regain their rights. This was essential to protect or regain their em- 
ployment, property, patents, and copyrights, as Johnson’s exemptions 
included those who practiced any of fifty common occupations. The 
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procedure was to first make application to the provisional governor 
of the state (appointed by Johnson) for a recommendation. Then the 
application and letters of recommendation went to the U.S. attorney 
general’s office, where the papers were reexamined for worthiness. 
Then everything was forwarded to the president, who, if he found the 
petition worthy, would issue a warrant for pardon, the actual docu- 
ments being filled out and signed by the U'S. secretary of state. Then 
the president’s signature would be obtained and the documents re- 
turned to the state governor, who would convey the pardon to the 
original petitioner. 

It was a long, involved process that had many places where bu- 
reaucratic snags might develop, so it became common to hire a par- 
don broker, an expert who would keep track of developments and 
push an application forward. (The government had thought of creat- 
ing a pardon bureau but never got around to it.) President Johnson 
thought the whole business unseemly, especially since several women 
were involved, a fact considered rather rakish in staid Victorian Amer- 
ica. The pardon was free, but the services of a broker were not. And 
since the president granted 13,500 pardons (half of which were for 
persons of the $20,000 and above class) in short order, it was a lucra- 
tive, if short-lived business. Johnson’s harsh stance against the Con- 
federate leaders soon evaporated. He had Lincoln’s wartime example 
to live up to, Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.) was for it, 
and most of all, the Southerners exempted groveled magnificently. 
Johnson’s hostility soon became so beneficent that many Northerners, 
especially Republicans in Congress, began to question his motives. 
Too many old-time Democrats (q.v.) were being let off the hook. 

Congress asked the Joint Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction 
(q.v.) to investigate the real behavior of the South, and it found that 
the president’s pardoning policy was moving too fast (as Republicans 
had expected), excusing too many who ought to be proscribed from 
political participation much longer, and not taking into account suffi- 
ciently the potential political and economic rights of African Ameri- 
cans. The result was the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (q.v.) and the of- 
ficeholding proscription clause of the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.). 
It also repealed the clemency clause of the Confiscation Act of 1862 
(q.v.), which had granted President Lincoln (and by extension Presi- 
dent Johnson) the right to grant amnesty and pardon, as many in Con- 
gress believed that the president did not have such powers without a 
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specific grant from the legislative branch. The First Military Recon- 
struction Act of 2 March 1867 (q.v.) then disfranchised anyone com- 
ing under the Fourteenth Amendment’s proscription (anyone who 
took an oath to the United States and then subsequently to the Con- 
federacy) until Reconstruction was completed. 

Ever ready to take on Congress, Johnson drafted another amnesty, 
claiming that he had the power directly from the Constitution and 
needed no congressional sanction. On 7 September 1867, Johnson 
pardoned all former Confederates except executive officials of the 
Confederate government, governors of Confederate states, military 
officers above the army rank of brigadier general and naval rank of 
captain, anyone implicated in the assassination of President Lincoln, 
or anyone who had abused captured Union soldiers or officials. This 
left some 300 Southerners still without full citizenship. During the 
impeachment (q.v.) trial, Johnson decided to issue a third amnesty, 
but he wisely waited until he was acquitted before acting. On 4 July 
1868, as the Democratic presidential nominating convention met in 
New York City and the rest of the nation celebrated Independence 
Day, Johnson extended amnesty to all former Confederates except 
anyone under indictment or conviction for treason or any other 
felony. Everyone pardoned received any seized property except 
slaves. 

Finally, Johnson made a fourth amnesty on Christmas Day 1868 
pardoning the few Confederate civil and military officials still under 
proscription, including people such as Jefferson Davis, John C. 
Breckinridge (who had been vice president of the United States un- 
der James Buchanan, and was well hated), and Robert E. Lee (qq.v.). 
Johnson justified his action by saying that the federal authority had 
been restored to all of the United States and that there was no need 
for any voting proscriptions of any kind. But unlike his other procla- 
mations, which had pardoned Southerners for “rebellion,” this one 
used the term “treason.” The term was very odious (to use one of 
Johnson’s favorite descriptive adjectives) but it took care of Jefferson 
Davis, who was under indictment for treason, without having to men- 
tion his name specifically. 

With President Johnson’s leaving office in 1869 and the reluctance 
of President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) to argue over legislative prerog- 
atives, the question of amnesty became pretty much a congressional 
one. Persons in the South had appealed to Congress for relief from 
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the inception of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), aS soon as it 
became obvious that Johnson was not going to be able to do as he 
pleased on any question. Individual petitions had been received and 
some acted upon favorably. President Johnson had signed off on 
these, allowing Congress to act under its power under the Fourteenth 
Amendment to remove officeholding disabilities. Congress approved 
a new oath especially designed for such men who had held Confed- 
erate offices and wished to stand for election or had been elected af- 
ter the war in July 1868. 

By 1871, Congress had exempted some 4,600 from the officehold- 
ing proscription of the Fourteenth Amendment. President Grant, re- 
flecting public sentiment, spoke favorable for an overall amnesty in 
1871. In May 1872, Congress passed the General Amnesty Act which 
removed officeholding proscriptions from all but those who had 
served in the two Congresses just before the Civil War, or had been 
heads of federal executive departments, federal judges, foreign min- 
isters for the United States, or officers in the army and navy. Al- 
though Congress denied an attempt to pass a general amnesty upon 
the death of Johnson in 1876, it continued to give those exempted 
from the act individual consideration. Finally, in the shadow of the 
Spanish-American War, Congress restored everyone still exempted 
under the Fourteenth Amendment on 8 June 1898. Jefferson Davis, 
the main impediment to such a measure, had been dead for a decade. 
The Civil War was officially over at last. 


PEA RIDGE, BATTLE OF. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN 
(1861-1862). 


PEABODY EDUCATIONAL FUND. A philanthropic group founded 
by banking and mercantile magnate George Peabody, who had dedi- 
cated $3.5 million to educating the freed people, the Peabody Educa- 
tional Fund was administered by Barnas Sears, a New England Yan- 
kee who took a more racial view of education in the South than most 
Northerners. Sears discovered that he had to face up to the separation 
of race if he hoped to accomplish the fund’s goal of reestablishing 
Southern schools after the war. The Peabody Fund had certain re- 
quirements that each helped school had to meet: it had to be public, 
it had to have a term of at least ten months, it had to have an atten- 
dance rate of 85 percent of those enrolled, and local citizens had to 
contribute at least twice as much to the school as the fund. From the 
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beginning, through a series of Southern tours, Sears found that the 
only way to gain local white support was to separate the races in 
school. This he unabashedly did, granting less money for an African 
American school as a white one in the same straits. The Peabody 
Fund also tended to stick to school systems in larger urban areas. This 
meant that the fund financed white schools, by and large, and refused 
to help schools in Louisiana and South Carolina that were integrated 
by state law. 

Sears claimed that the Peabody Fund was going to stay out of pol- 
itics, a naive concept, if he ever believed it. He quarreled incessantly 
with the superintendents of education in Louisiana, Thomas Conway 
and William G. Brown, who believed that their state qualified for 
funds despite its integrated systems. He also lobbied to get the inte- 
grated education clauses pulled out of the Civil Rights Act of 1876 
(q.v.), the public accommodations law. Ignoring Senator Charles 
Sumner (q.v.) and his allies, who favored a strict integration of all 
public facilities including education, Sears went to other senators and 
representatives and convinced them that to integrate schools would 
drive whites out of the public education system into private schools. 
An interview with President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) found the chief 
executive in complete agreement with Sears. The result was a public 
accommodations law without the education clauses and a guarantee 
that Southern schools would be separate but equal thirty years before 
the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) would endorse the same. 


PEACH TREE CREEK, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


PEASE, ELISHA M. (1812-1883). A Connecticut man who emigrated 
to Texas in 1835, when it was still a part of Mexico, Pease came for 
the usual reasons—he was bored with being a postal clerk and saw 
opportunity in a new land. He settled at Mina, read law, and became 
involved with the Texas revolution as secretary of the local commit- 
tee of public safety. At first hoping for conciliation with Mexico, 
Pease came out for independence and fought at Gonzalez. He was 
then secretary to the General Council of the provisional government, 
attended the convention, and helped write the constitution of the Re- 
public of Texas. 

Pease served the new government as a clerk in various departments 
and in the house of representatives, where he helped write Texas’s 
criminal code. He declined the postmaster generalship and went back 
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to his law studies, being admitted to the bar in 1837. He then was 
comptroller of public accounts for Texas and a successful lawyer. 

After the annexation of Texas, Pease served in three legislatures, 
before becoming a two-term governor of some repute. He created a 
system of public education, deaf and blind schools, an orphan’s 
home, and a state university. He was a strong advocate of railroad 
construction. Pease also set up American Indian reservations and 
their own system of education. He began the construction of a new 
state capitol and completed a governor’s mansion. 

A Unionist during the Civil War, Pease stayed quietly at home. But 
with the advent of Reconstruction, he ran for governor once again, 
this time unsuccessfully, under the Union Party. Pease then helped es- 
tablish the Republican Party (q.v.) in the state, and when the elected 
governor was removed from office by the military government, Pease 
accepted appointment in his place. 

As the militarily appointed governor of Texas, Pease came to an 
agreement with his superior, Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph Jones Reynolds 
(q.v.), that no other governor before Pease, whether elected by the 
people or appointed by the army (Union or Confederate), had been 
willing to make. In his proclamation of 25 October 1867, Pease an- 
nounced that his administration was in power only at the army’s plea- 
sure and that the state government was subordinate to Gen. Reynolds 
and the Congress of the United States. Pease also recognized the va- 
lidity of all laws passed since secession (q.v.) that did not conflict 
with the results of the war, a denial of the doctrine of ab initio (q.v.) 
that other Texas Republicans held dear. It was Pease’s way of saying 
that the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) would be carried out in a 
nonideological way. 

But the army let Pease down. Gen. Reynolds began to manipulate 
the Texas state government between the Radical Republicans (q.v.) 
with their ab initio doctrine and the Moderates (q.v.), represented by 
Pease. Angling for a U.S. Senate seat, Gen. Reynolds managed to get 
the Radicals to abandon ab initio to win the election of 1869. Pease 
refused to be connected with such crassness and resigned his seat be- 
fore the election. 

Pease refused to back the Radical administration. He presided over 
a taxpayers’ revolt in 1871, joined the Liberal Republicans (q.v.) 
against the reelection of President Ulysses S. Grant in 1872, and 
backed Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.) in his run for the presidency in 
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1876. This latter act gained him appointment to be collector of cus- 
toms at Galveston. With the end of the Hayes administration, Pease 
retired to Austin, where he practiced law until he died of a stroke in 
1883. 


PEEBLES’ FARM, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 


PEMBERTON, JOHN C. (1814-1881). Philadelphia-born John C. 
Pemberton was educated privately as a child. Although he was of 
Quaker ancestry, he entered West Point and graduated in the middle 
of the class of 1837. He fought in the Seminole War and served on 
the Canadian border. In 1846, he married a Virginia woman, falling 
in love with not only her, but also the South as a civilization. He went 
off as an artillery officer in the War with Mexico, serving as an aide 
de camp to Brig. Gen. William Worth. Breveted twice for bravery, 
Pemberton spent the 1850s on the western frontier, serving in the 
Mormon War (q.v.). He was offered a colonelcy in 1861, but resigned 
his commission to go south and serve with his wife’s state as a lieu- 
tenant colonel. 

He helped organize Virginia troops in 1861 and received rapid pro- 
motions to lieutenant general and command of the Department of 
Mississippi, Alabama, and East Louisiana. This made him responsi- 
ble for the defense of Vicksburg. At first he did well, but Pemberton 
was soon befuddled by Federal Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) 
seemingly disconnected strategy and conflicting orders from Gen. 
Joseph E. Johnston and President Jefferson Davis (qq.v.). He surren- 
dered the fortress on 4 July, hoping to gain better terms for his men. 

Resigning his generalship, Pemberton served as an artillery officer 
at Richmond for the rest of the war. There is no record he actually 
surrendered in 1865. He farmed briefly at Warrenton and then moved 
to Philadelphia, living quietly until his death years later. 


PENDLETON, GEORGE. See ELECTION OF 1868. 


PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. After the First Bull Run (q.v.) debacle, 
Union President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) began to seek new blood to 
infuse the Northern command system with aggressiveness. He be- 
lieved that he found it in Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.). Fresh 
from the valleys of western Virginia, “Little Mac,” as he was called, 
seemed to be charming, knowledgeable, and above all, a winner. “TI 
can do it all,” he asserted calmly, belying all the doubts that lay hid- 
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den in his mind. By 1 November 1861, Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott 
(q.v.) had retired, giving the whole Union command to McClellan 
alone. 

Everyone in Washington wanted the Confederate flags that faced 
them from across the Potomac removed. But McClellan refused to be 
buffaloed into moving prematurely or against fortifications. He was 
also made cautious by his chief intelligence officer’s inaccurate 
counting of Rebel troops facing him. The officer was former railroad 
detective Alan Pinkerton, now known by his alias E. J. Allen. Pinker- 
ton had supposedly saved Lincoln from assassination during the Bal- 
timore Plot (q.v.) and was now assisting McClellan to be less than 
bold. McClellan bided his time until Lincoln issued an order of his 
own that the army had to at least make a pretense of moving forward 
in February 1861. Lincoln followed this order with three more, ap- 
pointing corps commanders for McClellan’s force, ordering him to 
move to Manassas in March, and removing McClellan as head of all 
Union armies and restricting him to the command of his own Army 
of the Potomac. When McClellan finally moved on Manassas, he 
found the formidable trenches empty and the forbidding guns adorn- 
ing them to be fakes. The Rebel army under Gen. Joseph E. Johnston 
(q.v.) had stolen a march on Little Mac. 

But McClellan really had other notions than a frontal attack against 
Manassas in mind. He had met a New York officer, Col. Rush 
Hawkins, from the Carolinas, who had landed in the successful cam- 
paign for Roanoke Island. He convinced McClellan that the Union’s 
ace in the hole was the navy, something the Confederates could not 
match. McClellan developed a plan that called for his army to leave 
the forts around Washington, embark on ships and land at Urbana 
near Fredericksburg, and come in behind the Confederates at Manas- 
sas. When Johnston realized his vulnerability and retreated, McClel- 
lan changed his plan to land on the Virginia peninsula (the land be- 
tween the York and James Rivers) at Union-held Fortress Monroe 
and advance directly on Richmond. His supplies would be provided 
by the navy and his flanks guarded by swamps and gunboats. No 
more Bull Run—turning movements would be left to the Rebels. They 
would have to slug it out on McClellan’s own terms. 

It was not that McClellan’s plan was not of value. It was that he 
was so slow to carry it out. There were always the little voices urg- 
ing caution when more élan would have better been the order of the 
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day. He arrived at Fortress Monroe in April and advanced to prelim- 
inary Rebel positions at Yorktown, manned by troops led by “Prince 
John” Magruder, a former actor and bombast of some note. McClel- 
lan allowed Magruder to bluff him into performing a formal siege. 
His delaying tactics held McClellan up for a month (5 April—3 May), 
until Johnston could get his army down to help out. 

But Johnston was not about to fight it out with McClellan’s mas- 
sive siege guns. He began a precipitate retreat up the peninsula until 
he reached the entrenchments outside of Richmond. McClellan fol- 
lowed with some alacrity, for a change, forcing Johnston to turn and 
fight rearguard actions at Williamsburg and Eltham Plantation. The 
Confederates, commanded by Maj. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.), hit 
the Union pursuit head on at Williamsburg (5 May), forcing the Yan- 
kees back until Union Gen. Winfield S. Hancock (q.v.) managed to 
turn Longstreet’s flank. Things looked pretty good until Confederate 
reinforcements caused a halt to the fighting. Two days later, McClel- 
lan sent soldiers by boat up the York to Eltham Plantation to outflank 
the Williamsburg position, where Johnston slapped them back as his 
men moved on to Richmond’s fortifications. 

Meanwhile, the navy had made some progress of its own. On 7 
March 1862, during the Yorktown siege, the Confederate ironclad 
battleship CSS Virginia appeared in Hampton Roads, threatening 
McClellan’s rear. Built upon the hull of the burned U.S. frigate Mer- 
rimack, the Virginia was essentially a casemate of ten guns enclosed 
by sloping sides. The Virginia’s presence had been known for some 
time, allowing the Yankees to develop their own ironclad, the USS 
Monitor, to oppose it. The Monitor was of unusual construction, be- 
ing basically a flat deck topped by a two-gun revolving turret. But the 
Monitor was a day late, allowing the Virginia to wreak havoc among 
the blockading Union wooden fleet. The next day, the Monitor fought 
the Virginia (often erroneously referred to as the Merrimack) to a 
standstill. 

But Johnston’s retreat to Richmond forced the Confederates to 
withdraw from Norfolk. In the process, the deep draft Virginia had to 
be destroyed, opening the James to the U.S. fleet. The navy sallied 
boldly forth until it reached Drewry’s Bluff (q.v.), just below Rich- 
mond. Here, in a three-hour gun battle (15 May), the Confederates 
held off the Union ships, causing them to pull back. Richmond would 
have to be taken by the army. 
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As McClellan approached Richmond, he faced a geographic prob- 
lem. Across his path lay the Chickahominy River. He would have to 
cross it to get at Richmond. But McClellan did not expect to besiege 
Richmond long. He wanted a part of his army left behind in the vicin- 
ity of Fredericksburg to come south and outflank the Rebel positions. 
To join with these men, McClellan would have to leave some troops 
north of the Chickahominy. The rest would have to cross the river 
possibly under fire, always a dangerous proposition in wartime. 

But McClellan also had a political problem. He had promised Pres- 
ident Lincoln that he would leave enough Union troops behind to 
safeguard Washington from a surprise Rebel attack. McClellan did 
so, but he and Lincoln got to arguing how many men would be nec- 
essary and McClellan double counted the men who were to advance 
down to Richmond by land as some of those who would defend 
Washington. Lincoln was not amused. 

Worse yet, in the Shenandoah Valley, Maj. Gen. Thomas J. 
“Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) had advanced his small force to Kerns- 
town (q.v.), near Winchester, and attacked the Union position there. 
Although Jackson got beat, his attack disturbed Lincoln even more. 
That was far too aggressive a man to leave unguarded. So Lincoln is- 
sued another of his interfering orders, removing the force that was to 
come down by land behind Richmond from McClellan’s control and 
sending it to the Shenandoah. This came at just the moment that Mc- 
Clellan had defeated a Confederate blocking force north of Rich- 
mond at Hanover Court House (27 May), clearing the way for action 
to the rear of the Richmond siege lines. 

McClellan had a military problem, in addition to geography and 
politics. To cross the Chickahominy, he would have to split his army. 
Johnston waited patiently until McClellan had divided his army and 
a vicious rainstorm threatened the bridges that kept the two sections 
in contact. Then Johnston struck the part of McClellan’s force south 
of the river, the smallest part, with most of his whole force. The re- 
sulting Battles of Seven Pines and First Fair Oaks (31 May-1 June) 
were essentially a draw, with the most important casualty being John- 
ston himself. The Confederate army was essentially leaderless, as 
McClellan hurried to reinforce his isolated southern force, with many 
troops running across bridges near collapse to save the day. 

Now McClellan faced the exact reverse situation, militarily, from 
that at Seven Pines. His army stretched across the Chickahominy, but 
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the larger part was on the south side in front of Richmond, with a 
small covering force on the north side waiting in vain for overland re- 
inforcement. And the Confederates had a new commander, President 
Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) personal military advisor, Gen. Robert E. Lee 
(q.v.) in the upcoming Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). 


PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. After the Confederate victory in the 
Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.), the question arose of what to do with 
Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern Virginia next. Sitting on the 
defensive seemed nonproductive and yielded too much initiative to the 
North. Many in the Confederate government figured that Lee with or 
without a portion of his army ought to go to the western theater and 
save Vicksburg or operate with the Army of Tennessee, which lacked 
an overall commander of talent in its Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.). 

But Lee refused to leave the eastern theater. He also opposed giv- 
ing up part of his army under a corps commander, such as Lt. Gen. 
James Longstreet (q.v.), to operate in the West. Lee proposed instead 
that he invade the North once again. It would give Virginia a rest, per- 
mit the plundering of the Cumberland Valley of its foodstuffs, and 
force the North to respond, not only with Maj. Gen. Joseph Hooker’s 
(q.v.) Army of the Potomac, but hopefully with other troops from the 
western theater as well. This would do much to save Vicksburg, and 
a victory on Northern soil promised more recognition in the diplo- 
matic realm than anything else. 

There was much fear in governmental circles on both sides that not 
keeping a force in front of the capital would permit the enemy to 
march directly upon Richmond or Washington or both, in effect, 
swapping queens as chess players might. For this reason, Lee had to 
leave a couple of brigades behind in Virginia, which would hamper 
his operations after battle had been joined in Pennsylvania. Hooker, 
on the other hand, was restricted in his movements to stay between 
Lee and Washington at all times and denied independent units at 
Washington and Harpers Ferry that might have given him more op- 
erational flexibility. 

Lee began moving his troops north on 3 June 1863. Hooker 
quickly suspected that things were not as they should be and began 
to probe Lee’s lines in Virginia to confirm any move north. He hit the 
tail of Lee’s army at Franklin’s Crossing, a position just south of 
Fredericksburg at Deep Run reached by pontoon bridges. The results 
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seemed to indicate it was still strongly held. Hooker probed deeper 
on 15 June farther up the Rappahannock in the middle of Lee’s ex- 
tended army. Crossing at Kelly’s and Beverly’s Fords, Hooker’s cav- 
alry corps attacked Confederate Maj. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart’s (q.v.) 
horsemen at Fleetwood Hill near Brandy Station. The combat was 
hand-to-hand, with control of the hill changing several times. Finally, 
Confederate infantry came up at the end of the day. Hooker had what 
he wanted to know: Lee was on the move toward the Shenandoah 
Valley and north. 

Meanwhile, Lee’s Second Corps, the one commanded by Lt. Gen. 
Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) before his death, under Lt. 
Gen. Richard S. Ewell was already in the Shenandoah routing slow- 
moving Yankee garrison troops at the Second Battle of Winchester. 
As the Federals tried to escape Ewell’s juggernaut, he moved around 
them to Stephenson’s Depot, capturing a large number. He seemed to 
be the very personification of his mentor Jackson. Lee was pleased. 

Hooker continued to probe Lee’s advance with spirited cavalry 
actions at Aldie, Middleburg, and Upperville. At the latter place, 
Union troopers got to the top of the Blue Ridge and saw Confeder- 
ate infantry marching north. Hooker shifted his position accordingly, 
keeping between Lee and Washington. It was still uncertain what 
Lee’s ultimate objective might be: Washington, Baltimore, or 
Philadelphia. Hooker being tied to Washington was greatly disad- 
vantaged, even with the call-up of the Pennsylvania and New York 
militias. 

After screening Lee from Federal interference at the Blue Ridge, 
Stuart started off on the most controversial move he made during the 
campaign. His orders read to join the Confederate advance up in 
Pennsylvania; the path was left up to him. Stuart naturally chose to 
ride around the rear of Hooker’s force between him and Washington 
and meet Ewell’s men at Harrisburg. He in effect rode right out of the 
campaign for the next nine days. Stuart has received much deserved 
criticism for what he did, then and now. But his best defender re- 
mains Maj. John S. Mosby, the Confederate guerrilla leader, who 
aptly observed that Lee had adequate cavalry during the Pennsylva- 
nia Campaign, which he used poorly. What Lee missed was not Stu- 
art’s men but Stuart himself, whom he relied on so much. 

By 28 June, Lee was in the Cumberland Valley, the tail of his army 
at Chambersburg with its head at several points on the Susquehanna. 
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Ewell had orders to cross at the first bridge he could. The Rebels 
were fairly well behaved in Pennsylvania, especially considering 
what the Yankees had done in Virginia and the rest of the South to 
date. They made a special side trip, however, to destroy the Caledon- 
ian Forge Ironworks owned and operated by Radical Republican 
(q.v.) congressman Thaddeus Stevens (q.v.). Maj. Gen. Jubal Early 
(q.v.) was disappointed that Old Thad was not present, wanting to 
take his bones back to Richmond as a curiosity, he said. 

Hooker was at Frederick, Maryland. He wanted to march straight 
west and cut Lee’s communications somewhere around Boonsboro. 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) feared that such a move would 
leave Washington, Baltimore, and Philadelphia open to attack. He 
had Chief of Staff Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) refuse Hooker’s 
plan. In a huff at being interfered with so much, Hooker resigned. 
Lincoln had been hoping to get rid of him, still leery of Hooker’s loss 
of nerve at Chancellorsville. He appointed Maj. Gen. George Meade 
(q.v.) of the Union V Corps as the new commander. 

A Pennsylvanian with an acerbic temper, Meade would have to 
rely on much of Hooker’s staff for the coming battle. It was at best a 
difficult position to be in. But he moved the Union army up to Pipe 
Creek in northern Maryland, hoping to entice Lee into attacking him 
in an already prepared position. But Lee was already changing his 
plans, having been informed by a scout that Meade was the new Fed- 
eral commander and that his forces were closer than Lee supposed. 
Lee quickly recalled Ewell’s advance units. The two armies were 
about to meet quite by accident at a small twelve-road junction 
named Gettysburg. 

On 30 June, a Federal cavalry division, out looking for Lee’s in- 
fantry, received news from citizens at Gettysburg that the Rebels 
were out west on the Cashtown Road. Recognizing that the terrain 
and numerous roads made Gettysburg well worth holding, Federal 
cavalry commander Brig. Gen. John Buford moved as far out the 
Cashtown Road as he dared, to force the Rebels to have to fight on 1 
July for Gettysburg, delaying them until infantry could reinforce him. 
Two Union infantry corps joined him in the afternoon, on Seminary 
Ridge, setting back the approaching Confederate troops, coinciden- 
tally the same units so used up at Chancellorsville and now lack- 
adaisically commanded. The result was that the Federals dealt Lee’s 
men a temporary defeat that was soon rectified as Ewell’s brigades 
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came up on their northern flank and routed the Union troops through 
the town. Night fell with the demoralized Federals hanging on to 
Cemetery Hill south of Gettysburg by their fingertips. 

The time was now. Everyone in Ewell’s Second Corps knew it. 
Jackson would have attacked headlong into the Federal position. But 
Ewell had orders from Lee not to bring on a general engagement un- 
til the whole army was up. Jackson was a man of imagination who 
took Lee’s orders as guides not straitjackets. Ewell was one of Jack- 
son’s subordinates, who remembered that Stonewall never allowed 
his own captains such leeway. Ewell would wait until the morrow. 
Ewell would await a direct order, not Lee’s usual, “Do what you think 
practicable.” And so he waited. 

On the other side, Meade had sent Maj. Gen. Winfield S. Hancock 
(q.v.) forward to scout out the ground and Hancock reported that it 
was worth fighting for. Through the night and early the next day, both 
sides marched in reinforcements. Meade arrived and extended his 
line southward with his III Corps under Maj. Gen. Daniel Sickles, a 
New York politician. Sickles’s men had almost been cut off trying to 
stop Jackson’s flank march during the Chancellorsville campaign. He 
looked out from his assigned position on Cemetery Ridge (an exten- 
sion south of Cemetery Hill) and saw higher ground before him. He 
was not about to allow Rebels to move behind those ridges to his 
flank. 

On his own volition, Sickles advanced his whole corps forward in 
battle formation, with flags flying, to occupy the Peach Orchard, the 
Wheat Field, and a collection of rocks called Devil’s Den. Meade or- 
dered them back, but it was too late. Lee’s First Corps, under Lt. Gen. 
James Longstreet, fresh men who had missed Chancellorsville, 
slammed into Sickles’s left flank headed for Cemetery Ridge and 
Gettysburg. Meade threw everything he had to support Sickles into 
the battle. But the Rebels took Devil’s Den, the Peach Orchard, and 
the Wheat Field. It finally took every artillery battery Meade’s field 
commanders could find, lined up wheel hub to wheel hub, to stop the 
Rebel attack at the face of Cemetery Ridge. And even that would not 
have worked had not the 20th Maine Infantry held Little Round Top, 
a hill south of Cemetery Ridge, for the Union. 

Meanwhile, Ewell had attacked the other end of the Union line, 
which now resembled in inverted fishhook, with Little Round Top 
and its neighbor to the south, Big Round Top, as the eye, and Ewell’s 


448 © PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN 


attack being made at Culp’s Hill, the hook. Ewell’s men took the base 
of Culp’s Hill and even part of Cemetery Hill, but darkness stopped 
the fighting. The next morning, the Federals unceremoniously threw 
Ewell’s men out of both positions. 

Overnight, both commanders debated with their officers what to 
do next. Meade got a vote of no retreat from his subordinates, but Lee 
was having a more extended debate with Longstreet, who had op- 
posed the attacks on 2 July and now on the morning of 3 July re- 
newed his objections. He hoped for Lee to move to a better location 
and let the Federals wear themselves out on Lee’s position, not the 
other way around. But Lee knew that there was no way out. Any re- 
treat would signal a Union victory. 

Since Longstreet had received Maj. Gen. George E. Pickett’s divi- 
sion during the night, he would attack the Federals on Cemetery 
Ridge in the center of Meade’s line, the shank of the fishhook posi- 
tion. Longstreet was aghast. Lee was adamant. Longstreet went for- 
ward to organize the attack without enthusiasm. Since Pickett’s divi- 
sion was the one that had to leave two brigades behind to guard 
Richmond, it was undermanned from the start. So Lee assigned parts 
of two other divisions to assist, the ones that had been beaten up at 
Chancellorsville and at Gettysburg on 1| July. 

Even though this attack has gone down in history as “Pickett’s 
Charge,” Pickett was not in command of all of it. The troops were 
lined up with Pickett on the right, with two flank brigades (one his, 
one from another division) to keep his right flank secure. On Pickett’s 
left were four brigades in line under Maj. Gen. J. Johnston Pettigrew 
(their original commander wounded on 1 July). Behind him as flank 
guards were two brigades under Maj. Gen. Isaac R. Trimble (their 
original commander also wounded on | July), who had refused to 
serve any longer under Ewell after he failed to take Cemetery Hill on 
1 July. Thus, Trimble and Pettigrew were not the regular command- 
ers of the men under them. But their units comprised half of the 
15,000 attackers (or half of however many attacked—the number is 
increasingly coming under question nowadays). 

After a tremendous artillery preparation, during which most of the 
guns were sighted incorrectly for maximum effect, the assault units 
moved forward in perfect alignment. Through the usual mistakes in 
such situations, the four flank brigades, which were to be lined up in 
echelon, lined up in line behind the attack units. This allowed indi- 
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vidual Union regiments to move forward and enfilade the whole as- 
sault. The ineffective Confederate artillery preparation had not sub- 
dued Federate cannon, which now moved forward and fired rounds 
called canister—cans of musket balls — making their pieces work like 
gigantic shotguns. On top of that, the usual riflemen returned fire. 
Confederate artillery tried to help out, but cover fire was limited the 
closer to the Yankees the Confederate infantry got. 

The assault made it to the Yankee line, several Union units broke 
and ran, but it was over after a brief hand-to-hand struggle, the so- 
called high-water mark of the Confederacy. Then came the hard 
part— getting back to the Confederate positions across the valley. By 
the end of that retreat, probably a third of those who started were 
down. Lee met the survivors. He took full responsibility for the at- 
tack and its result. Lee feared a Federal counterattack, but the Yan- 
kees were as used up as Lee’s men. On 4 July, the two armies stood 
and stared at each other. On 5 July, Lee began the trek back to Vir- 
ginia, in a pouring rain. 

When Lee reached the Potomac at Williamsport, the river was at 
flood stage and unable to be crossed. Union cavalry had harassed the 
Confederates all the way, their newfound aggressiveness a real sur- 
prise to the Rebels. For two weeks the Confederates dug trenches and 
awaited an attack. Finally on 14 July, Lee’s army was safely back in 
Virginia, much to the anger of President Lincoln, who believed that 
Meade should have destroyed them on the flooded Potomac. All ca- 
sualties for the North totaled 23,000 men. For the Confederates, the 
number was 28,000. 

As the two armies licked their wounds on opposite sides of the 
Rappahannock, both governments began to withdraw units from 
them for other operations. Lee lost Longstreet and two divisions to 
the Army of the Tennessee and the Chattanooga Campaign (q.v.). 
Meade lost equivalent detachments to the Siege of Charleston and to 
subdue the New York draft riots (q.v.). 

Later that fall, Lee learned that two corps from the Army of the Po- 
tomac were being sent to the Chattanooga Campaign. He immedi- 
ately went on the offensive (9 October), using the same strategy that 
he had used in the Second Manassas Campaign (q.v.). Meade, how- 
ever, moved quickly back and occupied a strong defensive position 
on the old Bull Run battlefield, defeating a part of Lee’s army at Bris- 
toe Station (14 October). Meade counterattacked and maneuvered 
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across the Rappahannock near the old Chancellorsville (q.v.) battle- 
field. But he found Lee entrenched at Mine Run and decided to scrub 
a planned attack in late November 1863. That ended the Pennsylva- 
nia Campaign and its aftermath. The armies went into winter quarters 
to await what 1864 would bring. 


PERALTA, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


PERRYVILLE, BATTLE OF. See PERRYVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


PERRYVILLE CAMPAIGN. After the combined Federal forces in the 
West under the leadership of Bvt. Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) 
captured the abandoned fortified town of Corinth, Mississippi, Presi- 
dent Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) called Halleck to Washington to be his 
military advisor. Halleck was deemed by all to be one of the smartest 
men in the service. He had unabashedly taken credit for all that Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant and Bvt. Maj. Gen. John Pope (qq.v.) had 
accomplished with their victories at Shiloh (q.v.) and Island No. 10, 
respectively, and Lincoln wanted him to be general-in-chief. The re- 
sult was to leave the armies in the West without a single leadership 
and they splintered their efforts. Bvt. Maj. Gen. Don Carlos Buell 
(q.v.) scattered his Army of the Cumberland across middle Tennessee, 
actually occupying Chattanooga briefly, and threatening Rebel control 
of eastern Tennessee. Grant did the same in western Tennessee, con- 
centrating his attention on capturing the great river fortress of Vicks- 
burg. As Gen. Pope went East with Halleck to take field command 
against Robert E. Lee (q.v.), his forces were given to Grant. 

The Confederates had two forces in the West, one in eastern Ten- 
nessee commanded by Maj. Gen. Edmund Kirby Smith (q.v.), the 
“Bliicher of Manassas,” and the force that had fought the Shiloh 
Campaign (q.v.), deep in Mississippi, under the control of Gen. Brax- 
ton Bragg (q.v.), now that Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (q.v.) was on sick 
leave, or what President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) believe to be “French 
leave” (also known as AWOL). Bragg sent one of his cavalry leaders, 
Brig. Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.), to raid into Tennessee. 
Smashing up the Union supply lines, Forrest and his mere 1,000 men 
caused Halleck from Washington to order Buell to draw his men out 
of Chattanooga and guard the roads to Louisville, his main head- 
quarters area. This shifted the initiative in the West to the Rebels. 
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Using the convoluted Confederate rail network, Bragg and his 
Army of Tennessee rode to Mobile and up through Alabama and 
Georgia and arrived in Chattanooga on 31 July 1862. Kirby Smith 
came down from Knoxville and he and Bragg entered into the Chat- 
tanooga Agreement, a vague document that pledged them to mutual 
cooperation while retaining independent commands. At the same 
time, Confederate commands from Missouri (Maj. Gen. Sterling 
Price [q.v.]) and Arkansas (Maj. Gen. Earl Van Dorn) would contain 
Grant in northern Mississippi, another from Louisiana would join 
Bragg (Brig. Gen. John C. Breckinridge [q.v.]), and a final force from 
what would become West Virginia (Brig. Gen. Humphrey Marshall) 
would join Kirby Smith. Then Bragg and Kirby Smith would invade 
Kentucky at about the same time Lee was entering Maryland. When 
Bragg and Kirby Smith reached Frankfort, they would reinstall a 
rump Confederate state government (created at Bowling Green the 
previous year by George W. Johnson, who died at Shiloh), under Pro- 
visional Governor Richard Hawes. 

Anxious to get to Kentucky first and grab the glory of liberating 
Kentucky for Hawes and the Confederacy, Kirby Smith moved out in 
August. He hit a Union force at Zion Church on 30 August and cap- 
tured 5,000 of the 6,500 defenders, plus their arms, ammunition, and 
supply wagons and teams. Panic swept Union Kentucky. On 1 Sep- 
tember, Kirby Smith was at Lexington. Three days later he was at 
Frankfort, with Bragg and Hawes still around Chattanooga. Then 
Kirby Smith stalled, wondering what to do next. Bragg ordered Kirby 
Smith to hold on at Lexington. He was on his way, at last. Bragg en- 
tered Nashville and reinstalled Isham Harris (q.v.) as governor of 
Confederate Tennessee. He followed up and actually passed Buell’s 
Union army, threatening to beat him to Louisville. 

Then Bragg got sidetracked. When his cavalry failed to take a stub- 
born Federal force holding Mumfordville, Bragg came up with his 
whole army and changed their minds. But the Yankees insisted on 
several day’s negotiation before they would surrender, and Bragg 
took another day to celebrate and have a religious revival. Before he 
knew it, Buell’s men had passed him by and got to Louisville first. 
Even worse from Bragg’s point of view was the fact that Kentucky 
failed to rise in support of the Rebel invasion. So Bragg threw out a 
defensive line toward Louisville and inaugurated Hawes as governor 
on 4 October. 
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Meanwhile, Buell’s reorganized force, reinforced by troops from 
around Louisville, had cautiously begun moving on Frankfort on 1 
October. Bragg moved out to meet his approach, his force lacking 
cavalry for reconnaissance. One wing, under Maj. Gen. William 
Hardee, stopped at the Chaplin River to take on water, the fall being 
particularly dry. Informed of a large Union force approaching, 
Hardee called on Bragg for help. 

The next day, 8 October, in a confused battle, Hardee’s outnum- 
bered Rebels attacked and pushed back Buell’s whole force. Buell’s 
corps commander failed to make the most of opportunities to coun- 
terattack and win. Bragg could not hear the battle (sounds have a 
funny way of not being heard everywhere at once) and when he dis- 
covered from prisoners that Buell’s whole force was up, he retreated, 
looking to join with the ever uncooperative Kirby Smith. Both Con- 
federate forces fell back toward Chattanooga. 

Generals on both sides argued that everyone else but themselves 
was to blame. Bragg was a close friend of Jefferson Davis (q.v.) 
so Kirby Smith took the fall and was transferred to the Trans- 
Mississippi graveyard of disgraced officers. Buell could not survive 
the effects of the Northern congressional election of 1862. He was 
replaced by Maj. Gen. William Rosecrans (q.v.), who was arguing 
with Grant over the summer in northern Mississippi at the Battles 
of Iuka and Corinth (qq.v.) against the Rebels Price and Van Dorn. 
Breckinridge was lucky. Bragg had left him behind in Chattanooga 
without orders, in his rush to get to Kentucky, and Breckinridge es- 
caped any political retribution. 

Anxious to rebuild his tarnished reputation and justify President 
Davis’s faith in him, Bragg quickly moved into middle Tennessee to 
hold the town of Murfreesboro and hopefully take Nashville. But 
Bragg soon realized that his army was too ill equipped, ill fed, and 
disorganized to advance upon Nashville. He was still quarrelling with 
his corps commanders over everything from supplies to the Perryville 
fiasco. Although Bragg finally received the addition of Breckin- 
ridge’s men, he lost a division to the defense of Vicksburg. 

Fortunately for the confused Confederates, Buell’s old Army of the 
Cumberland, now under Rosecrans, was also in need of revitaliza- 
tion. Rosecrans had several virtues. He was one of the best generals 
the North had. He was a Democrat (q.v.), which appealed to War 
Democrats supporting President Lincoln, and he was liked by the 
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Radical Republicans (q.v.) on the Joint Committee on the Conduct of 
the War (q.v.). But the need of reorganization and resupply (con- 
stantly interrupted by Rebel cavalry raiders) forced Rosecrans to hold 
at Nashville until after Christmas 1862. 

By 30 December, Rosecrans had his whole force strung out along 
Stones River, across from Murfreesboro. To fool Bragg, as the Fed- 
erals’ right flank was not anchored on some strong geographical ob- 
stacle, Rosecrans had camp fires built out beyond his troops lines. On 
31 December, Bragg hit Rosecrans on the Union right. Fooled by the 
campfires, the Confederate attack actually so overlapped the Union 
line as to threaten Rosecrans’s whole army with annihilation. The 
Union line crumbled and pulled back until Rosecrans’s army was 
bent back over itself in a “V” along Stones River and the road to 
Nashville. 

That night, Bragg and his commanders expected the defeated 
Union army to retreat to Nashville. Bragg was so excited that this vic- 
tory would mitigate the criticism of him after Perryville that he 
telegraphed Richmond about the great victory he had won. On the 
Union side, Maj. Gen. George Thomas, one of Rosecrans’s corps 
commanders, refused to permit the other to talk of retreat. Stiffened 
by Thomas, Rosecrans’s order was to “go to your commands and pre- 
pare to fight and die here.” The two armies were too exhausted for 
theatrics. All day, 1 January, they faced each other licking their 
wounds. Bragg could not believe that Rosecrans would not leave the 
field. 

On 2 January, Rosecrans shifted his left flank over Stones River to 
a hill that threatened Bragg’s whole line. Bragg ordered Breckinridge 
to drive the Yankees off. The Union troops fought well, finally with- 
drawing across the river. The Confederates followed right into the 
muzzles of fifty-eight cannon. Breckinridge’s men were slaughtered 
and driven back in disarray. 

The next day, Bragg pondered whether he ought to attack again. 
On 4 January, he decided to withdraw, making his telegram to Rich- 
mond look like a kind of cruel hoax. Rosecrans occupied Murfrees- 
boro a day later. He had lost over 13,000 killed and wounded—more 
than Union Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.) had lost during the 
Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). Bragg had suffered nearly 10,000 ca- 
sualties. Minus the killed and wounded, everyone was back right 
where they had started six months earlier. 
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PETERSBURG, FINAL ASSAULT OF. See PETERSBURG SIEGE 
OF. 


PETERSBURG, FIRST ASSAULT OF. See PETERSBURG SIEGE 
OF. 


PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. Having been stymied at each attempt to 
destroy Confederate Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern 
Virginia in May and June 1864, Federal Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.) decided to avoid a lengthy siege at Richmond, the Confederate 
capital, by moving his army south of the James River and taking Pe- 
tersburg, an important rail junction. This would cut off Richmond’s 
contact with the rest of the South and open up its weaker south side 
to attack. 

If he moved quickly, Grant had a chance of fooling Lee into think- 
ing that he was still north of the river. If Lee did not react soon 
enough, Grant would have Richmond and be south of and behind the 
Confederate army. Victory in the war was in the offing. To effect his 
move, Grant sent his cavalry under Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan 
(q.v.) deep into Virginia to wreck the Virginia Central Railroad. 
Sheridan was to join Maj. Gen. David Hunter’s troops in the Shenan- 
doah Valley. But Hunter suffered a defeat at Lynchburg (17-18 June) 
and retreated into West Virginia, opening the way for Confederate 
Maj. Gen. Jubal Early’s Washington raid (q.v.). Sheridan himself 
found his command blocked by Confederate cavalry under Maj. Gen. 
Wade Hampton at Trevilian Station (11-12 June). Hampton was at 
first driven back, but a countercharge recovered all he lost and more. 
The following day, Sheridan having been unsuccessful in attacking 
Hampton’s now entrenched troopers, withdrew after Hunter’s defeat 
to rejoin Grant. 

While Sheridan was riding about central Virginia, Grant began 
constructing the James River Bridge, the longest pontoon bridge ever 
built to that time. It would stretch 2,100 feet across a deep river with 
a four-foot tide. It had 101 pontoon boats and three schooners to hold 
it out of the water. It took 450 engineers four days to build it in three 
sections that were floated into position at the last minute. It took eight 
hours to join the sections into a single span. 

Grant began crossing his army behind a cavalry and infantry screen, 
completing the process on 16 June. Lee seemed to have been totally 
surprised by the scope of the move, having expected Grant to attack 
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Richmond from the east where his screen was employed. In any case, 
Lee was slow to react. Grant had stolen a march on the Confederates, 
at last. Grant had already attempted to grab the Petersburg defenses on 
9 June, but the attack had been poorly coordinated and the troops with- 
drew without achieving their objective. Now, on 15 June, he tried 
again, using part of Bvt. Maj. Gen. Ben Butler’s (q.v.) Army of the 
James (Bvt. Maj. Gen. W. F. Smith’s XVII Corps) and Maj. Gen. Win- 
field S. Hancock’s (q.v.) If Corps of Grant’s Army of the Potomac. 

The Confederate general in charge at Petersburg was P. G. T. Beau- 
regard (q.v.). He was also responsible for keeping Butler’s army bot- 
tled up in the Bermuda Hundred in a loop of the James upriver from 
Petersburg. He really did not have enough men to do both jobs ade- 
quately. He was aided by the attacker’s slow preparations, slower 
movements, and inept and unimaginative generalship. Smith’s men 
took the first line of trenches at Petersburg, but Hancock arrived too 
late to prolong the attack that day. Instead of attacking at night, Smith 
waited until dawn. Beauregard pulled every man he had from the 
Bermuda Hundred line, chancing that Butler would remain inactive. 
Lee sent a couple of divisions to replace Beauregard, but Butler did 
nothing during the few hours that Richmond stood wide open. 

Beauregard’s strength surprised the Yankees the next day, but they 
soon had reinforcements on the ground. Beauregard managed to hold 
until dark, when he withdrew to a shorter line at his rear. When the 
Federals attacked the next morning, they struck the empty trenches 
and wandered in confusion. When they finally attacked Beauregard 
that afternoon, the Confederate line held, with Lee’s whole army 
coming up late that day. Grant had lost another opportunity. The re- 
sult was a lengthy siege, something Lee could not hope to win, but 
which saved the Confederacy for another year. 

The basic problem that faced Lee at Petersburg was to figure out 
where Grant would attack. Grant had two choices. He could make the 
assault on the north side of the James and take the direct route into 
Richmond or he could strike south of the river near Petersburg and 
take Richmond from the rear. He had to hit Lee where the Confeder- 
ate strength was weak. Grant had more men, so if he could fool Lee 
into placing his reserves at one spot and hit another, Grant might 
break through. Otherwise, Grant sought to extend his lines south and 
west to cut off the half-dozen rail lines into the area and starve Rich- 
mond and Lee out. 
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Grant first struck at the Jerusalem Plank Road outside Petersburg 
(22-23 June), hoping to isolate the Weldon Railroad. He was only 
partially successful, tearing up the rails temporarily, but holding the 
Jerusalem Plank Road. Then Grant shifted gears and began probing 
alternatively above and below the James River line, as Lee detached 
all the men he could under Maj. Gen. Jubal Early (q.v.) to the 
Shenandoah Valley to block a new Federal advance there and 
threaten Washington, possibly forcing Grant to relax his grip at Rich- 
mond. 

First, Grant struck north of the James at the First Battle of Deep 
Bottom (27-29 July). But Union infantry and cavalry moved slug- 
gishly, allowing themselves to be bluffed out of aggressive action un- 
til Confederate reinforcements blocked the way. At the same time (30 
July), Grant initiated the Battle of the Crater, blowing up a section of 
the Confederate line in front of Petersburg. This assault, one of the 
war’s major uses of African American soldiers, failed, too, because of 
incompetent leadership that resulted in the final removal of Maj. Gen. 
Ambrose E. Burnside (q.v.), commander of the IX Corps and the 
blunderer of the 1862 Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.). 

On 13 August, Grant hit north of the James at the Second Battle of 
Deep Bottom, hoping to capitalize on Early’s transfer which left Lee 
weak in front of Richmond. A week’s stalemate resulted. On 18 Au- 
gust, Grant struck south of the James at Globe Tavern. Here he suc- 
cessfully cut the Weldon Railroad. But the Rebels were using the rails 
and off-loading supplies into wagons farther south. So Grant sent the 
Union II Corps down to Ream’s Station to put an end to this. The re- 
sult was a smashing defeat of the Union troops that was indicative 
(like Deep Bottom) of just how much Grant’s army had been weak- 
ened as a coherent combat formation. By now he had lost nearly 
100,000 casualties, fully as many men as he had started with back on 
3 May. 

Rebuilding and reorganizing, Grant tried a new combination attack 
on 28-30 September, beginning north of the river at Chaffin’s Farm, 
identified correctly as lightly held by the Rebels. This attack was re- 
pulsed when Federal soldiers reached a network of subterra shells 
(land mines, in modern parlance), moats, and abatis, a crude form of 
sharpened sticks braced in the ground that served like modern barbed 
wire. At the same time, Grant attacked south of the James at Peebles’ 
Farm, extending his line and stretching Lee’s defenses thinner. On 7 
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October, Grant returned north of the river to assault New Market 
Heights, which ended in another stalemate. 

At the end of the month (27-28 October), Grant launched another 
attack (Second Fair Oaks) utilizing his black regiments again. This 
was repulsed after Union command broke down on the field. Simul- 
taneously, Grant launched an attack, the First Battle of Hatcher’s 
Run, that seized the Boydton Road and the South Side Railroad. But 
his men were too overextended and could not be resupplied or rein- 
forced in time to prevent their being driven off. 

Winter brought a temporary respite to Federal and Rebel alike un- 
til early February 1865, when Grant took a chance on brief good 
weather to fight the Second Battle of Hatcher’s Run (Dabney’s 
Mills). This time, the Union troops took and held the South Side Rail- 
road, extending Federal lines once again. By this time, Lee’s defenses 
were stretched to the limit. All Grant would have to do was push hard 
as soon as better weather arrived in the spring, initiating the Appo- 
mattox Campaign (q.Vv.). 


PETERSBURG MINE ASSAULT. See CRATER, BATTLE OF THE. 


PICACHO PASS, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA 
CAMPAIGN. 


PICKETT’S CHARGE. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 
PIEDMONT, BATTLE OF. See WASHINGTON, EARLY’S RAID ON. 


PIERCE, FRANKLIN (1804-1869). Known as the “Young Hickory 
from the Granite Hills,” Franklin Pierce at age forty-nine was the 
youngest president of the antebellum period. Born in Hillsboro, New 
Hampshire, he grew up in the world of politics, attended all the right 
schools (Hancock, Francestown, and Phillips Exeter), graduated from 
Bowdoin College third in the class of 1820 (his schoolmates were 
Henry Wadsworth Longfellow and Nathaniel Hawthorne), and stud- 
ied law under a prominent Jacksonian, Levi Woodbury, at 
Portsmouth. Naturally, he was a Democrat (q.v.). Pierce served in the 
New Hampshire state legislature, Congress, and the Senate. He had 
boyish good looks, a pleasant personality, and no set view on any- 
thing. He rarely made a speech, and when he did, he said nothing. 

As a loyal Democrat, he volunteered for the army during the 
War with Mexico as a private. His political connections led to his 
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promotion to colonel and then brigadier general, when President 
James K. Polk needed loyal Democratic officers to offset all of the 
Whig (q.v.) hero-generals of that conflict. But Pierce really got lit- 
tle glory, although he brought reinforcements from Vera Cruz to 
Puebla and fought off six guerrilla attacks along the way. Pierce 
had a penchant for hurting himself before battle or not command- 
ing the attacking units. Pierce saw his nomination and defeat of 
Whig candidate, his former commander, Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield 
Scott (q.v.) as vindication of him in the public’s eye. 

Just before assuming office, he and his wife had been on a train 
that had rolled off an embankment, and tragically saw their young 
son crushed to death before their very eyes. Mrs. Pierce was never the 
same afterward. Somehow, she got the idea that God had taken the 
boy so as to leave Pierce untrammeled by any family problems dur- 
ing his presidency. She was not happy as First Lady. Her resentment 
took a lot of the buoyant optimism and self-assurance that Pierce had 
evidenced prior to the election. 

Pierce pledged the usual in his inaugural speech: economic gov- 
ernment, to uphold the Constitution, and support for the Compromise 
of 1850 (q.v.) as the only solution to the problem of slavery in the ter- 
ritories. He also spoke out against fanatics who unduly excited the 
public over the slavery issue. Above all, Pierce desired harmony in 
his administration and appointed a Catholic as postmaster general to 
prove it. The rest of his cabinet represented various factions or influ- 
ential men of the party. 

But Pierce’s administration proved anything but harmonious. In 
foreign policy he was tainted by an expansionist wing of the party, 
which wished to advance American interests in the Caribbean. North- 
erners saw this as the expansion of slavery into new climes more fa- 
vorable than the American West. Domestically, he backed the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.), which repealed the Missouri Compro- 
mise (q.v.) and led to an antislavery rush to Kansas to stop slavery ex- 
pansion there and the organization of antislavery forces into the new 
Republican Party (q.v.). He angered Southerners by appointing 
Northern men to govern the territory, many of whom were incompe- 
tent political hacks. By 1856, Pierce had been so discredited that he 
was not considered for renomination. He spent the rest of his years in 
quiet retirement, discredited as a “doughface,” a Northern man with 
Southern principles. 
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PINCHBACK, PINCKNEY BENTON STEWART (1837-1921). 
Born near Macon, Georgia, Pinckney Benton Stewart Pinchback was 
the eighth child of white planter William Pinchback and his slave 
Eliza Stewart. His mother had been manumitted sometime around his 
birth but she remained with her lover as he traveled from Virginia to 
Mississippi. Pinchback was born along the way. He was sent away to 
boarding school in Cincinnati, Ohio, returning to find his father near 
death. After he died, mother and children were hustled away to the 
North, to prevent their being enslaved. His older brother becoming 
mentally incapacitated, Pinchback went to work at age twelve as a 
cabin boy on canal boats in Ohio. There he learned all there was to 
know from some of the sharpest con men of the age. “Pinch,” as he 
was appropriately called, later spoke of himself as legally being a 
quadroon, or one-fourth Negro. He advanced his position to steward 
(the highest position that a black could have in slavery days) and aug- 
mented his income by taking advantage of the black roustabouts and 
deckhands along the way. In 1862, he slipped off a riverboat headed 
up the Yazoo and wended his way down to New Orleans to seek his 
fortune with the conquering Yankees. 

Pinchback soon enlisted and became an officer, but faced with the 
barrier of racial prejudice, he resigned his commission. He went 
North to get permission to raise a regiment of the U.S. Colored Vol- 
unteers, but the end of the war stopped that project before it fairly 
started. Pinchback returned to the South, this time to Alabama, where 
he spoke to black assemblages in Mobile and Montgomery. 

With the passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), Pinch- 
back returned to New Orleans, a renown mecca for any ambitious 
black man in the South. He organized the Fourth Ward Republican 
Club and entered politics. The ward sent him to the state constitu- 
tional convention. One-half of the convention members were African 
Americans, most of whom had been free men of color before the war, 
like Pinchback. Immediately, he began to look on blacks of lesser 
ability than himself with scorn. Pinchback called for all offices to be 
awarded on merit alone, claiming that racial apportionment would 
cause trouble later. He also spoke out against disfranchising whites 
for their Confederate activities. But he never forgot his race when it 
came to writing the constitution. He drafted the equal rights provision 
of the document, which also declared for open access to public ac- 
commodations. 
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Pinchback’s conduct at the convention brought him much notice 
among blacks and whites. He was immediately put up for state sena- 
tor from the second district. Pinchback took his seat as a loyal mem- 
ber of the new Republican administration, with Illinois carpetbagger 
Henry C. Warmoth (qq.v.) as governor. In 1868, Pinchback was 
elected delegate to the national Republican convention in Chicago. 
Back in the Louisiana state senate, Pinchback introduced civil rights 
measures opposed by white Republicans and refused to operate as a 
member of the administration. Relations between him and Governor 
Warmoth grew tense. Warmoth was no fool. He knew that in Pinch- 
back he had a clever potential rival. Pinchback had the same effect on 
black lieutenant governor Oscar J. Dunn (q.v.). Worse yet, all three 
men were looking ahead to the U.S. senator’s election in 1872. But 
his relations with Warmoth were compounded by the governor’s un- 
willingness to enforce civil rights in the state. He also vetoed a Pinch- 
back bill that would have made it a crime to discriminate on the ba- 
sis of race. In return, Pinchback and Dunn combined to defeat 
Warmoth as president of the party convention of 1870, with Dunn 
getting the job instead. Pinchback went about the state using his ora- 
torical skills to advance the Republican cause and helping elect a new 
legislature. He had a longer term as state senator so he did not have 
to run. 

In the new legislature, Pinchback took his share via graft and cor- 
ruption. Meanwhile, Warmoth went to the Mississippi Gulf Coast 
for rest from an injury and Lieutenant Governor Dunn tried to take 
over the party. Warmoth returned to keep control, but the move was 
indicative of much unrest by white and black factions alike. Already 
some thought that the governor ought to be impeached. This was 
very important to Pinchback, because just recently Lieutenant Gov- 
ernor Dunn had died of poisoning. Pinchback, as president pro tem 
of the state senate, was next in line after Warmoth for the governor- 
ship, according to the constitution. 

Pinchback, however, faced several problems with legislators in 
getting them to continue to try to remove the governor. Most saw him 
as a black version of Warmoth: slick and sticky-fingered. Dunn had 
offered an honest choice. Now Pinchback and Warmoth split over the 
election of 1872 (q.v.), with Pinchback supporting President Ulysses 
S. Grant and Warmoth going for Democrat/Liberal Republican Ho- 
race Greeley (qq.v.). The national Republican Party called upon 
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Pinchback, a popular orator among party faithful, to come up to New 
England to speak. There Pinchback consulted with party leaders. 
Then Pinchback discovered that Warmoth had come North to explain 
his side of the impasse. No mean manipulators themselves, national 
Republican leaders wondered if Pinchback were willing to return to 
Louisiana ahead of Warmoth. Since the governor was out of the state, 
Pinchback would automatically become governor. Warmoth caught 
on, seemingly too late to catch him. 

But Pinchback was a victim of his own pride. As he reached Can- 
ton, Mississippi, he was awakened in his car and told there was a 
telegram for the governor of Louisiana. Pinchback had to see what it 
said. He stepped down and entered the room only to be locked in. 
Meanwhile, Warmoth had taken special trains by prior arrangement 
and, when he lumbered into Canton the next morning, Pinchback was 
let loose. They rode back to Louisiana together, affecting forced 
charm for each other’s company. The Pinchback plot had been foiled. 

Meanwhile, to elect a Democrat (q.v.) as the next governor, War- 
moth (who had switched parties) now signed one of the reform bills 
and appointed a new returning board, which certified a Democratic 
victory. This act gave Pinchback the opening he needed to secure 
Warmoth’s impeachment. Warmoth had called a special session of 
the state legislature, allegedly to secure his election as the next U.S. 
senator. But Pinchback turned it into an impeachment session, which 
removed Warmoth from office. This allowed Pinchback to take office 
for just over a month before the new Republican administration un- 
der William P. Kellogg (q.v.) took over. Pinchback thus became (de- 
pending on whether one credits all of this byplay with legality—the 
state supreme court bought it) the only black governor of a Southern 
state during Reconstruction. Not to be outdone, Warmoth installed 
the Democrats and their own legislature at the same time. Louisiana 
now had two governments, both claiming legality. 

As part of the deal for supporting Kellogg, Pinchback went to 
Washington as congressman at large to claim his seat. But after a 
lengthy investigation, his white Democrat opponent was seated. 
Never mind. Pinchback also had since been elected to be U.S. sena- 
tor. He went over to the other side of Capitol Hill to complete his 
quest. But the Senate was unsure of what to do and tabled the motion 
to consider. Pinchback was reelected by the state legislature once 
again. This time, after lengthy debate and much delay, Pinchback’s 
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request to be seated was rejected. The Democrats had won the na- 
tional elections in 1874, and Republicans did not wish to sacrifice 
their possibilities in 1876 by going with Pinchback. As consolation, 
he was voted $16,000 in compensation and expenses. 

When Pinchback got back to Louisiana, the 1876 national contest 
for president was on. Pinchback supported the national ticket, but he 
was less than enthusiastic for the state list, which contained too many 
of his old Republican enemies. Because the state refused to support 
him adequately before the U.S. Senate, he transferred his allegiance 
to the Democrats, after receiving a pledge to promote the educational 
and material interests of black Louisianans. Pinchback received a few 
federal appointments, as an internal revenue agent and as surveyor of 
customs, and went to several Republican national conventions, hav- 
ing switched parties again. In 1879, he went to the state constitutional 
convention and worked hard to get acceptance of a commitment to a 
black state college, which became today’s Southern University. In 
1886, he was admitted to the bar after studying law for one year, giv- 
ing some idea as to his acumen and the need he had to support his 
wife and six children with more regularity. In the mid-1890s, as the 
South fell under the Jim Crow laws, Pinchback went to New York 
and became a U.S. marshal. By the turn of the century, he was in 
Washington, D.C., practicing law. He died in 1921 and was taken 
back to Metairie, Louisiana, where he was buried in the family tomb 
next to his mother. 

Pinchback was fully the equal of any of his white compatriots or 
opponents in Louisiana during his political career. Of course, that is 
a curse as well as a compliment, because it puts him in with a pretty 
shady group. But he got into the fray with the best and never lost 
sight of the need to provide for others of his race less lucky and able 
than he. Unfortunately, he seemed to see the state treasury as just an- 
other mark to be played by the old riverboat con man that he had 
been, which put him beneath black politicians such as Dunn and state 
treasurer Antoine Dubuclet (q.v.). But as Governor Warmoth re- 
minded congressional investigators, corruption was the style back 
then and they all could have taken more. 


PINKERTON, ALAN. See BALTIMORE PLOT; PENINSULA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


PIPE CREEK LINE. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 
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PITTSBURG LANDING, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CHURCH, 
BATTLE OF. 


PLEASANT HILL, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER CAMPAIGN. 


PLEASANT HILL LANDING, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER 
CAMPAIGN. 


PLESSY, HOMER A., v. JUDGE JOHN H. FERGUSON (1896). No 
instance has come to typify the Jim Crow reality by the 1890s more 
than the Louisiana case of Homer A. Plessy v. Judge John H. Fergu- 
son. Louisiana had had a segregated system of streetcars before and 
during the Civil War (called “Star Cars” as they had five-pointed stars 
to indicate Negro occupancy allowed) that had been integrated by a 
concerted effort during Reconstruction. In 1890, prompted by Con- 
gress’s failure to pass Massachusetts U.S. Senator Henry Cabot 
Lodge’s new Enforcement Bill designed to enforce renewed South- 
ern compliance in black rights of citizenship, Louisiana passed a new 
law segregating rail cars by race. Unlike most of the South, New Or- 
leans had a highly articulate, well-educated population of blacks and 
mixed bloods, the later descended from liaisons between some of the 
best planters and their African American concubines. The state also 
had a Latin concept of race that allowed such unions to be made more 
freely than anywhere else in the country. Plessy himself was classi- 
fied as an octoroon, one-eighth black, and his participation in the case 
was no accident, but rather an intentional setup, under the theory that 
an almost-white person might advance the cause with fewer racial 
hang-ups in the higher courts than an easily distinguished black per- 
son. So Plessy took a train ride from New Orleans to Covington, pur- 
chasing a first-class ticket and sitting in a “whites only” car. He was 
promptly arrested. 

In the ensuing trial, Plessy’s attorney was Albion W. Tourgée 
(q.v.), a former carpetbagger (q.v.) in North Carolina who, disillu- 
sioned with Reconstruction, had gone to New York and written two 
novels on the subject, A Fool’s Errand and Bricks without Straw, and 
whom blacks had brought to New Orleans specifically to plead 
Plessy’s case. He maintained that the Louisiana law violated Plessy’s 
rights under the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments (qq.v.). But 
Judge John H. Ferguson held that the case was a state matter and 
Plessy could be proscribed from riding in all but designated cars. 
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Tourgée appealed the case, eventually to the U.S. Supreme Court 
(q.v.) as Plessy v. Ferguson. There, on 19 May 1896, the highest court 
in the land ruled that states could separate the races legally provided 
that “separate but equal” accommodations were provided for all those 
so proscribed. Technically, the decision only involved transportation, 
but other decisions soon expanded the separate but equal rule into all 
areas of American life. 


PLUM RUN BEND, BATTLE OF. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 


POINT LOOKOUT (MARYLAND). The biggest Federal installation 
that housed Confederate prisoners of war. See also PRISONS. 


POMEROY CIRCULAR. See CHASE BOOM. 


POPE, JOHN (1822-1892). Born in Kentucky and appointed to the 
US. Military Academy from Illinois, John Pope graduated in the top 
third of the class of 1842. He served with the topographical engi- 
neers, fought in the War with Mexico, and explored the great South- 
west, where he experimented in drilling artesian wells. When the 
Civil War came, Pope received a brigadier generalship and served in 
eastern Missouri, where he took over the Army of the Mississippi 
and, in early 1862, took the key Confederate positions at New Madrid 
and Island No. 10 during the Shiloh Campaign (q.v.). In the summer 
of 1862, Pope was President Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) only choice to 
come east and put some vigor in the Federal war efforts in Virginia, 
as Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan’s Peninsula Campaign (qq.v.) 
stagnated. 

Taking over the detached Union forces in the Shenandoah Valley, 
northern Virginia, and what would become West Virginia, Pope or- 
ganized his Army of Virginia. Maj. Gen. John Charles Frémont (q.v.) 
refused to serve with Pope, as he outranked the new general. But 
Pope made his first mistake when he condescendingly told these 
Eastern veterans of campaigning against Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson (q.v.) that out West he was used to seeing the backs of the en- 
emy, rather than running from them. He also enthusiastically em- 
braced the war aims of the Radical Republicans, especially as repre- 
sented in the Confiscation Acts (q.v.), and aimed to take the war to 
the Confederate civilian population, jailing and hanging those op- 
posed to the Union without trial. This made him unpopular with his 
own men and the enemy, civilian and military. He became the only 
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Federal general whom Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.) felt the need to “sup- 
press.” 

In August 1862, Pope advanced aggressively to the line of the Rap- 
pahannock, nearly getting caught in the triangle formed by the Rap- 
pahannock, the Rapidan, and the Blue Ridge. Then he demonstrated 
how vulnerable a line of supply and communication the Orange and 
Alexandria was, when Jackson and Brig. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.) 
seized his main supply depot in the Second Manassas Campaign 
(q.v.). Falling back on his base, Pope seemed so overwhelmed with 
the rapidity and multiplicity of events that he lost contact with real- 
ity. Finally thinking that he had cornered Jackson at Stone Mountain, 
Pope wasted his army in a two-day assault, leaving his left flank open 
to a massive Confederate counterattack that swept him and his men 
from the field. Pope tried to hold Centerville, but was outflanked 
again on his right and forced to flee into the defenses of Washington. 
Pope immediately brought charges against Maj. Gen. Fitz John 
Porter, a McClellan partisan, whom he accused of intentionally un- 
dermining him through disobedience of orders on the battlefield. 

Lincoln had no choice but to replace his friend from Ilinois. Sent 
to Minnesota, Pope put down the Sioux Uprising (q.v.) and served in 
various departmental commands in the Great Plains and the far 
Northwest. He retired in 1882 and died ten years later. 


POPULAR SOVEREIGNTY. The Southern-favored political concept 
that incorporated the Nonexclusion Doctrine (q.v.), that slavery ought 
to be allowed in the western territories of the United States until state- 
hood, whereupon the state convention, while drawing up the new state 
constitution, could approve or abolish it by a simple vote. U.S. Senator 
Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) favored this concept and made it law in the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.) of 1854, which led to the Kansas-Nebraska 
Border Wars (q.v.), a precursor of the Civil War. It was confirmed as 
proper and constitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in the case Dred 
Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.) in 1857. But Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) showed 
popular sovereignty to be practically inoperative during the Lincoln- 
Douglas Debates (q.v.) in 1858 when he forced Douglas to admit that 
slavery would fail everywhere without a positive law enforcing it in an- 
swer to Lincoln’s so-called Freeport Question (q.v.). This revealed 
Douglas’s duplicity and led to the break up of the Democratic Party 
(q.v.) in 1860 into Northern and Southern wings, Lincoln’s nomination 
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for president on the rival Republican (q.v.) ticket, and eventual Repub- 
lican victory in the election of 1860 (q.v.). 


PORT GIBSON, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


PORT HUDSON, SIEGE OF. At the same time that Maj. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) was engaging to open the Mississippi River 
during the Vicksburg Campaign (q.v.), a similar operation was taking 
place 110 miles to the south at Port Hudson, Louisiana. Located at an 
L-shaped bend in the Mississippi 150 miles above New Orleans, Port 
Hudson made the Confederate control of the Mississippi complete 
between it and Vicksburg. Just holding one might block Federal pas- 
sage on the Mississippi, but both had to be held to guarantee Rebel 
access to the Trans-Mississippi Confederacy. Besides, Port Hudson 
not only effectively blocked the Mississippi, but it also hindered ac- 
cess to the mouth of the Red River, which flowed into the Mississippi 
some miles above the fortress. 

The Confederate officer in charge of Port Hudson was Maj. Gen. 
Franklin Gardiner, who took over the post and its garrison of 10,000 
in December 1862. Technically, he was under the overall control of 
Gen. John C. Pemberton (q.v.) at Vicksburg, but distance kept their 
military relationship pretty nominal. In fact, the most that Gardiner 
and Pemberton had in common was the fact they were both Yankee- 
born officers who married Southern women and followed their 
wives’ states out of the Union. 

The attacking Union forces at Port Hudson were officered by Maj. 
Gen. Nathaniel P. Banks. In exile from Virginia, where he had been 
accustomed to losing battles to Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson (q.v.), Banks was sent to Louisiana by President Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.) because he was a better politician than general. His pri- 
mary goal was to reconstruct the state, end slavery, and bring a loyal 
Louisiana back into the Union under Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan 
(q.v.). But military operations could not be avoided, and Port Hudson 
was in Banks’s command area. 

Banks sent a brigade to guard his left flank on the west side of the 
Mississippi. The Rebel army here, a small one, but still a menace, un- 
der Maj. Gen. Richard Taylor, had to be neutralized. Although 
Banks’s command often defeated Taylor, he kept turning up again, re- 
fusing to go quietly into oblivion. This caused Banks to inaugurate an 
extensive invasion of Taylor’s base of support, the Bayou Teche 
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Campaign. Besides getting rid of Taylor, the Teche invasion offered 
a grand plantation area full of staple crops and slaves to be freed and 
enrolled into the Union army. There was also a lot of political reason 
behind Banks’s move. After Taylor was defeated and the Teche se- 
cured, Banks would cross the Mississippi north of Port Hudson and 
invest the post. 

Banks invaded the Teche with about 17,000 men to Taylor’s 5,000 
defenders. There was little Taylor could do to stop Banks, but he 
made the Union forces as uncomfortable as possible, hitting them 
hard at Ft. Bisland (12 April 1863) and Irish Bend (14 April). Banks 
destroyed much of the Teche’s economy in lumber, sugar, foodstuffs, 
livestock, salt, and slaves as he moved north to Alexandria. But in the 
process, he was late to invest Port Hudson, an operation that Grant 
was to help him with before the latter took Vicksburg. Not one to stay 
idle, Grant moved on to take Vicksburg, leaving Port Hudson for 
Banks alone. 

Having driven Taylor up the Red toward Shreveport, Banks turned 
east across the Atchafalaya and the Mississippi to join more Union 
troops coming up the Mississippi from New Orleans. After driving in 
Gardiner’s advance guard in the Battle of Bayou Sara Road, these 
forces surrounded Port Hudson in a very well-coordinated operation 
by 26 May. The next day, Banks ordered a general assault. The Rebels 
cut down the attackers in droves. Banks then did something unique. 
He ordered his African American contingents into the fray. They re- 
ceived the same defeat as their white brethren in blue. But this was the 
first time that black troops had been used in a full-scale battle. 

On 11 June, Banks tried again to take Port Hudson by assault, 
striking at 3:00 A.M. But the Confederates were ready and threw the 
Federals back. On 13 June, Banks tried to talk Gardiner into surren- 
dering to save lives. Gardiner refused. Banks attacked immediately 
and lost 1,800 to the Confederates 47, the worst casualty ratio in the 
whole war. After a total loss of 4,000 so far, Banks settled down to a 
siege. Conditions inside the fortress were far worse than Vicksburg. 
Rats, cats, and dogs were all eaten. Banks’s men, camped in malaria- 
ridden swamps, threatened mutiny. Banks threatened to shoot any 
slackers. 

Meanwhile, Taylor’s Confederates returned to the Teche and 
moved down its back, threatening New Orleans, hoping to relax 
Banks’s hold at Port Hudson. Rebel cavalry operated in the Florida 
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parishes to the east of Port Hudson, often murdering blacks caught in 
uniform. But Banks refused to move. Finally, news came of Vicks- 
burg’s surrender. Gardiner at first refused to believe the news, seeing 
it as ruse to induce his surrender. But official confirmation came 
shortly, and on 6 July Gardiner surrendered Port Hudson, giving the 
Yankees at least nominal control of the Mississippi River, at last. 
Banks wanted unconditional surrender, but Gardiner refused, holding 
out for the same terms that Grant gave at Vicksburg: parole for the 
men and officers to be held until exchanged. 

Oddly, Banks received scant notice of his victory. Vicksburg, Get- 
tysburg, and the New York draft riots (qq.v.) drove Port Hudson into 
immediate obscurity, from which it has never recovered. 


PORT REPUBLIC, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 


PORT ROYAL EXPERIMENT. After a series of Union military dis- 
asters marred the opening summer of the Civil War, the North settled 
down to utilizing its great advantage: a blockade through its naval 
strength. The initial problem was that the North had too few ships and 
sailors to enforce a blockade. But the south Atlantic coastal area had 
a geographical feature that allowed the North to overcome its short- 
age in ships and men. These were the Sea Islands, a group of de- 
tached land masses of varying size in the tidal areas off the main 
coast of South Carolina and Georgia. Capturing these islands would 
allow the Union forces to create bases for land and sea operations 
against Charleston (the center of secession) and Savannah. 

On 7 November 1861, the Union fleet arrived, opened fire, and 
landed a small brigade of infantry under Bvt. Brig. Gen. Thomas 
Sherman (the “other Sherman” in Civil War terminology—no rela- 
tion to William T. Sherman [q.v.|—who made his reputation in 
coastal operations) to seize Port Royal and Hilton Head Islands. At 
the first volley of naval gunfire, the entire white population fled the 
main town of Beaufort (pronounced “Bew’ fert” in the local style) for 
the mainland, leaving behind their slaves. Although there was no pol- 
icy of Northern liberation, these slaves became contraband of war 
and confiscable by the federal government. The problem was now 
what to do with this large black population of 10,000. As such, the 
Port Royal Island operations became a microcosm of the formal Re- 
construction of the whole South that would follow the war. 
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Four governmental entities competed for control of Port Royal, 
with its black residents caught in the middle. The first was the U.S. 
Army. The soldiers were not abolitionists (q.v.) and cared little about 
the African Americans’ problems as freed people. The soldiers were 
imbued with the racial prejudices of their day and saw the blacks as 
pawns to be manipulated. Officers (those who cared) had a difficult 
time controlling their men. The troops robbed, raped, cheated, and 
fought the blacks and among themselves. Sherman’s men com- 
pounded their problems when they told the blacks that freedom 
meant they would not have to work, although that is exactly what the 
federal government expected freed blacks to do. 

Sherman was soon replaced by Bvt. Maj. Gen. David Hunter, a 
full-fledged abolitionist who considered President Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) much too hesitant in freeing slaves in the South. So Hunter did 
it for him in the spring of 1862. Lincoln, worried about losing elec- 
tions to Democrats (q.v.) in the North and the specter of black rebel- 
lion that Hunter’s actions implied to race-conscious Northerners and 
border state Southerners, canceled his orders and removed the gen- 
eral from his post. By that summer, however, Congress got tough and 
passed the Confiscation Act of 1862 (q.v.), permitting the emancipa- 
tion of slaves whose owners were engaged in rebellion against the 
United States. Under Brig. Gen. Rufus Saxton, the new commander 
at Port Royal, and with Lincoln’s approval this time, the army en- 
rolled the freedmen once again into self-defense units in August 
1862. The theory now was that blacks should fight to guarantee their 
own freedom. The army was not too nice about this concept either, 
using force to dragoon hesitant African Americans into regiments that 
became the nucleus of the U.S. Colored Troops later in the war. 

The second federal agency that dealt with the blacks at Port Royal 
was the Department of the Treasury. The interest of the treasury 
agents was the fine Sea Island cotton, an especially fleecy, fine grade 
of cotton, that had been pledged to the Confederate war effort. The 
treasury men were to seize this as contraband of war. The treasury 
men rivaled the army in their rough treatment of the former slaves. 
Black work gangs were forcibly set up, and all of the 1861 cotton 
crop was harvested and taken to Beaufort for shipment. The African 
Americans were supposed to be paid for their labor and receive free 
public education, but it all got lost in the shuffle to get the cotton crop 
in. Later audits showed that the agents not only collected the cotton 
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crop for shipment North, but that they sold substantial amounts to 
nearby Confederate agents, who smuggled it through the blockade 
for sale in Europe to forward the Rebel war effort. Things were not 
going too well for the first Reconstruction, and the treasury men were 
recalled to Washington, D.C. 

The next group to confront the aspects of Reconstruction at Port 
Royal was the members of Northern missionary and benevolent as- 
sociations out of Boston, New York, and Philadelphia who came 
down to “civilize” the wayward South. Led by Edward Pierce and the 
Reverend Mansfield French, these do-gooders aimed to remake the 
South into a copy of New England with public schools, Protestant 
Christianity, and town meeting—style self-government. These reform- 
ers (both whites and Northern free blacks) became known as the 
“Gideonites,” because like Gideon’s Band they were few in number 
and were bent on doing the Lord’s work in a strange and savage land. 

Once at Beaufort, they quarreled with the army and treasury over 
decent treatment of the ex-slaves, and among themselves over the 
proper nature of their religion. But they did establish churches and 
schools and administer to the physical needs of the already twice- 
picked-over freedmen. The do-gooders, however, were quite out- 
raged when their black charges proved to be, on the one hand, good 
students with minds and preferences of their own, and, on the other, 
those who fell easily into the “faults” of slavery (like dissembling, ly- 
ing, theft, and irresponsibility). Either way, the Gideonites saw the 
blacks unfairly as ingrates. 

The fourth group that exploited the capture of the Sea Islands was 
the private entrepreneurs, men who saw in the South an economic op- 
portunity to get rich off of intensive agriculture by carrying on “free 
labor experiments under private auspices.” The rules of the land in- 
vestors smacked a lot of slavery, especially to the Gideonites. More- 
over, the African Americans hated to cultivate the Sea Island cotton, 
especially to refertilize the fields, which involved putting fresh 
swamp mud on the crop, a backbreaking job. The land companies 
bought Sea Island land at $1 an acre in 1863 (for lack of payment of 
Union wartime taxes by its Confederate owners) and sold it to blacks 
at $5 an acre two years later. 

Wartime Reconstruction in Port Royal had all of the elements of 
the process following the Civil War in the rest of the South: ex- 
ploitation of the freedmen, benevolent assistance, and good inten- 
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tions. But it also had one element that the rest of the South did not. 
By the end of the war, blacks owned three-fourths of the land and 
could support themselves as truck farmers independently of white 
overseers, Northern or Southern. But reality struck them during An- 
drew Johnson’s (q.v.) pardons policy, which returned landowning to 
the prewar status, and the freedmen realized that they would have no 
land for themselves beyond what they could illafford to buy. 


PORTER, FITZ JOHN, CASE. See ELECTION OF 1862, UNION. 


POSSE COMITATUS ACT (1878). After the Compromise of 1877 
(q.v.), which withdrew Federal troops from interfering in state and lo- 
cal elections in the South, Southern congressmen sought to guarantee 
the informal agreement with a new law. The result was a rider to the 
Army Appropriations Bill for 1878 called the Posse Comitatus Act. 
Posse comitatus was an ancient English common-law concept in 
which the adult male populace of a county was to stand armed and 
ready to aid the sheriff or marshal in enforcing the law. The use of the 
U.S. Army to support the civilian governments in the South fell un- 
der this doctrine, which was guaranteed by the Thrid Enforcement 
Act (Ku Klux Act) (q.v.) with the army acting in place of or as a sup- 
plement to the posse comitatus. 

Strong federal executives had used the posse comitatus seventy 
times from the beginning of the nation’s history under the Constitu- 
tion of 1789 to the end of Reconstruction in 1877. George Washing- 
ton used the army as a posse comitatus to suppress the Whiskey Re- 
bellion in 1794, Thomas Jefferson used it to enforce the Embargo 
Acts in 1807, Andrew Jackson employed it during the Nullification 
Crisis in 1832, Franklin Pierce found it indispensable during the 
Kansas-Missouri Border Wars (q.v.) in 1854, and Abraham Lincoln 
used it to call up the militia in 1861 to suppress the War of Rebellion 
for Southern Independence. 

But under the Posse Comitatus Act, no army officer of any rank 
could intervene to assist a local federal or state law enforcement offi- 
cial unless specifically ordered to do so by the Congress or under the 
Constitution (by executive order of the president). The penalty was 
two years in jail or a $10,000 fine or both. Its passage can be seen as 
a part of the Compromise of 1877, despite the year of the law (1878). 

Presidents have continued to use the posse comitatus even after 
the passage of the 1878 act. President Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.) 
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used the army as a posse comitatus during the Lincoln County War 
in New Mexico Territory in 1878, Grover Cleveland called on it 
for putting down the rail strikes of 1894 (and his Democratic Party 
[q.v.] lost an election partly because of it), Theodore Roosevelt 
employed it during the San Francisco earthquake, Woodrow Wil- 
son made the army available to the states that sent their National 
Guard troops overseas in World War I, Franklin D. Roosevelt used 
it to guard the banks during the Bank Holiday in 1933, and Dwight 
D. Eisenhower used it to enforce the integration of public schools 
in the South in 1958. Some authorities are now questioning 
whether the act was not violated by the use of military-provided 
equipment in the 1993 attack on the Branch Davidian compound at 
Waco, Texas. 

The act has been amended twice since its initial passage. In 1900, 
because of the Klondike gold strike, Alaska was exempted from its 
protection, as law enforcement there was so haphazard. In 1947, 
when the air force separated from the army, the act was extended to 
include it. As yet, no one has been arrested and convicted of violat- 
ing the 1878 act’s provisions. 


POTTAWATOMIE MASSACRE. See BROWN, JOHN; KANSAS- 
MISSOURI BORDER WARS. 


PRAGMATISM. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


PRAIRIE GROVE, BATTLE OF. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN 
(1861-1862). 


“PRAYER OF TWENTY MILLIONS.” See EMANCIPATION PRO- 
CLAIMATION. 


PRESIDENTIAL RECONSTRUCTION. The concept that the presi- 
dent should make Reconstruction policy under the powers of execu- 
tive proclamation led to two presidential plans of Reconstruction, one 
advanced by President Abraham Lincoln in his Proclamation of 
Amnesty and Reconstruction on 8 December 1863 (qq.v.), and the 
other put forward by his successor, Andrew Johnson, in his Procla- 
mation for Reconstruction on 29 May 1865 (qq.v.). The period before 
the passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) in March 1867 
is generally referred to as presidential Reconstruction, as opposed to 
congressional Reconstruction (q.v.) which followed, and under which 
the South was readmitted to the Union. 
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PRESIDENTIAL THEORY OF RECONSTRUCTION. See RE- 
CONSTRUCTION, THEORIES OF. 


PRICE, STERLING (1809-1867). Born and raised in Virginia, Ster- 
ling Price attended Hampden-Sidney College and studied law before 
moving to Chariton County, Missouri, in 1831. There he was a 
farmer, legislator, and lawyer, before he resigned as speaker of the 
Missouri house to raise the 2nd Missouri Cavalry for the War with 
Mexico. He followed Brig. Gen. Stephen W. Kearney down the Santa 
Fe Trail and was put in charge of New Mexico while the rest of the 
troops left for Chihuahua and California. Price suppressed a rebellion 
against the U.S. takeover led by the Taos pueblo, after the murder of 
the American governor, whom he succeeded. 

Returning to Missouri after the war, Price was elected governor 
and served on the Missouri banking commission. He was a Union 
man, but was alienated by the aggressive actions of Bvt. Brig. Gen. 
Nathaniel Lyon and Frank Blair Jr. in holding Missouri in the Union. 
As major general of the state militia, Price led his men over to the 
Confederates in the 1861 Missouri Campaign (q.v.). He also fought 
east of the Mississippi in the Battles of Iuka and Corinth (qq.v.), be- 
fore he returned to west of the Mississippi to fight in the Red River 
Campaign (q.v.) and made an abortive attempt to reconquer Missouri 
for the Confederacy. After the war, Price fled to Maximilian’s Mex- 
ico (q.v.), but returned broken and impoverished and shortly after his 
plans for a Confederate colony failed. He died in 1867. 


PRISONS. It has been estimated that during the Civil War Federal 
troops captured 215,000 Confederate soldiers, and the Rebels took 
195,000 Union soldiers. This is exclusive of those paroled by both 
sides on the battlefield, particularly by the Federals in the last days of 
the war. Until mid-1863, the ratio favored the Confederates, who held 
more Union captives than the reverse. 

It was fortunate for the South that they did hold the edge in cap- 
tives for so long. Early in the war, the Yankees seriously thought of 
treating captured Confederates for what they were—rebels liable to 
be hanged. This was especially true with Confederate privateers, who 
dominated the early Union captured rolls and whom the North 
wished to treat as pirates. But President Jefferson Davis warned Pres- 
ident Abraham Lincoln (qq.v.) that no such arbitrary treatment would 
go unavenged. As the war progressed, it became obvious that neither 


474 © PRISONS 


side was ready to handle the large numbers of enemy soldiers in their 
hands. But Lincoln refused to treat with a Southern governmental of- 
ficial, lest that be seen as recognizing the legitimacy of the Confed- 
eracy. 

The compromise was to employ military officers to set up a cartel 
to exchange prisoners. After several failed attempts, the North used 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. John A. Dix and the Confederates sent Maj. Gen. 
Daniel H. Hill. Thus the Dix-Hill Cartel was born. What Dix and Hill 
agreed to was an even exchange of prisoners, rank for rank, man for 
man. They also created a table of equivalents (e.g., one colonel was 
equal to fifteen privates) so that whenever there was an excess of men 
of one rank, they could be exchanged without waiting for the other 
side to capture men of the same rank. 

But the cartel began to break down almost as soon as it was cre- 
ated. The agreement called for prisoners to be exchanged or, if de- 
clared to be excess, to be paroled to holding camps until exchanged. 
This caused much problem with the men who expected to go home 
rather than be guarded by their own men. When Bvt. Maj. Gen. Ben 
Butler took over the occupation of New Orleans, he hanged a local 
citizen for defiantly flying the Confederate flag. President Davis is- 
sued an order that he be hanged as a common outlaw if taken. He also 
ordered that commissioned Union officers held prisoner be held un- 
til Butler was taken. Union Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton 
(q.v.) suspended the exchange of Confederate officers in return. 

Another cause for disagreement over the Dix-Hill Cartel came 
when Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) found that at least a division 
of the Rebels paroled at Vicksburg turned up again at Missionary 
Ridge at Chattanooga (q.v.). He accused the Confederates of bad 
faith, the men never having been properly exchanged. The Confeder- 
ates argued that Grant had paroled them illegally and that any parole 
he issued was invalid on its face. 

Then came the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) and the extensive 
use of blacks, free born or former slaves, as Union soldiers. Confed- 
erate authorities announced that captured black soldiers would be 
treated as slaves in insurrection. Their white officers were liable to 
being charged with abetting an insurrection. Blacks could be sum- 
marily shot or resold into slavery. This was the last straw to the Yan- 
kees. They told the South that the Rebel soldiers currently in prison 
would be held as hostages to guarantee fair treatment of all Union 


PRISONS ® 475 


prisoners of war. Ultimately, the South agreed to treat all freemen, but 
not slaves, the same as whites. 

The result was the numbers of prisoners on both sides increased 
markedly. Tales of filth, disease, mental depression, camp disorder, 
vermin infestation, poor or nonexistent food, and lack of sanitation 
became commonplace, North and South. Although more than 150 
places were used as prisons, some came to have special meaning. In 
the North, where prisons were slightly better than those in the South 
because they were an organized bureaucratic effort under Brig. Gen. 
William H. Hoffman (average death rate 12 percent), were Camp 
Douglas (Illinois), Rock Island (IIlinois), Camp Chase (Ohio), John- 
son’s Island (Lake Erie), Ft. Warren (Boston), Ft. Lafayette (New 
York City), Ft. McHenry (Baltimore), the Old Capitol (Washington), 
Point Lookout (Maryland), the biggest, Gratiot Street (St. Louis), 
Elmira (New York), with the worst death rate and often called “Hell- 
mira,” and Ft. Delaware, the most dreaded, where the river’s tides 
flooded the prison twice a day. 

In the South, where the prison system grew haphazardly until late 
in the war, when Brig. Gen. John H. Winder took over (average death 
rate 15.5 percent), were Castle Thunder (one in Petersburg and an- 
other in Richmond), Libby (Richmond), Ligon (Richmond), Belle 
Isle (Richmond), Lynchburg (Virginia), Danville (North Carolina), 
Columbia (South Carolina), Florence (South Carolina), Cahaba (Al- 
abama), Shreveport (Louisiana), Camp Groce (Texas), Camp Ford 
(Texas), Camp Lawton (Georgia), Macon (Georgia), Blackshear 
(Georgia), Salisbury (North Carolina), which had the worse death 
rate, and, the worst of all, everything considered as a package, An- 
dersonville (Georgia). 

The problem got even worse when Lt. Gen. Grant, now in com- 
mand of all Union armies, announced that no prisoners would be ex- 
changed after 15 April 1864. Grant believed that released Rebels 
merely meant that veteran soldiers were returning to the ranks. He 
aimed to whip the South through a war of attrition, especially in man- 
power. 

Continued negotiations through Confederate Vice President 
Alexander H. Stephens (q.v.) and Special Commissioner Robert Ould 
with Union representative W. H. Ludlow failed to produce the 
restoration of an exchange system. Indeed, thing got worse as Con- 
federates put black captives to work building fortifications under fire, 
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followed by the Federals doing the same with white Rebels. When 
the Confederacy proved incapable of moving adequate rations to 
prison camps, the Yankees retaliated by reducing their rations to pris- 
oners, too. In the fall of 1864, however, both sides sent home without 
regard to numbers all those too sick to be anything but a burden. Then 
in January 1865, the Rebels agreed to exchange all prisoners regard- 
less of race. Grant agreed—the war was soon to be over, anyhow. The 
South had been drained of all white manpower and would soon be 
calling up slaves to be soldiers. 


PRIZE CASES (1863). Immediately after the secession (q.v.) of the 
South, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) issued an executive procla- 
mation establishing a blockade of Confederate seaports. It was a pa- 
per blockade at first, technically illegal under international law, but 
as more Union ships were built, it soon began to have real teeth. The 
Union navy was managed by Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles of 
Connecticut, one of Lincoln’s most effective and loyal cabinet mem- 
bers. His assistant was Gustava V. Fox, a professional navy man, who 
did the day-to-day chores. Their opponent in the Confederate gov- 
ernment was Stephen A. Mallory of Florida. He had been a seaman 
and on the naval committee of the U.S. Senate. He was one of two 
(the other was Postmaster General John Reagan of Texas) to stay in 
the Jefferson Davis (q.v.) administration the whole war, probably be- 
cause Davis left all naval matters up to Mallory without interference. 
It was Welles’s responsibility to establish and maintain the blockade 
and Mallory’s to break it. It is a tribute to Welles’s abilities and Mal- 
lory’s difficulties that the Rebels had only two deepwater ports open 
at the end of 1862: Wilmington and Charleston. 

Because he came into office without a fleet, Mallory had to create 
one that could challenge the blockade. In doing this he had to over- 
come two disadvantages: the lack of proper shipyards and a psycho- 
logical feeling that whatever the Confederate navy did, it would not 
be enough. He achieved his goal through the utilization of techno- 
logical innovation. The first thing Mallory did was build ironclad 
ships that gave his small fleet a leg up on the numerous wooden ships 
the Yankees had for the initial blockade. He built his own ironclad 
ships at home, the first being the CSS Virginia used in the Peninsula 
Campaign (q.v.), and tried to purchase others to act as Confederate 
sea raiders (q.v.) from Europe. Mallory also invested in a submarine 
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program. Named after its designer, who died in an experimental run, 
the CSS Hunley became the first submarine to sink an enemy ship, 
the USS Housatonic, only to go down itself in Charleston Harbor. 

Like Mallory, Welles embraced technology to improve the block- 
ade. He knew that Mallory was investing heavily in ironclads and 
did so himself, narrowly getting the USS Monitor into operation in 
time to save the blockade at Hampton Roads in 1862. In this Welles 
rejected standard designs of covering a regular ship with iron (USS 
Galena and USS New Ironsides) and went with a radical new design 
of a low-riding ship with a flat deck and a modern revolving two- 
gun turret, because its inventor promised it could be faster than his 
competitors. 

The effectiveness and the legality of the blockade were challenged 
by those who got caught in court. In the 1863 Prize Cases, the U.S. 
Supreme Court (q.v.) recognized a belligerent status for the Confed- 
eracy, while denying it any more than de facto control of a specified 
landmass (as did Great Britain, earlier). It also endorsed in the same 
breath President Lincoln’s numerous executive proclamations (q.v.) 
defining the war effort, proclamations that many in the North, in- 
cluding Republicans (q.v.), believed lacked a constitutional mandate. 
The Court would reaffirm its decision fifteen years later in Dow v. 
Johnson (1879). 


PROCLAMATION FOR RECONSTRUCTION. Picked as the vice 
presidential candidate to broaden the appeal of the Union Party (a 
combination of Republicans and War Democrats [qq.v.]) in 1864 and 
to get rid of then-Vice President Hannibal Hamlin, whom President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) saw as a disloyal spy for his radical oppo- 
nents within the Republican Party, Andrew Johnson (q.v.) became 
president upon Lincoln’s death. It was bad enough that Johnson 
might not support the Republican hopes for the future of the United 
States. Yet, initially Johnson fooled his doubters. He spoke of how 
“treason must be made infamous.” He hated the plantation aristoc- 
racy. He hinted at hanging Rebel leaders. Radical Republicans (q.v.) 
began to wonder if the assassination of Lincoln had not been the 
judgment of the Lord for his hesitancy in advancing the freedom and 
civil rights of the slaves. Johnson looked to be all right. 

Johnson soon put an end to this rank speculation when he issued his 
Proclamation for Reconstruction on 29 May 1865. Unlike Lincoln’s 
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Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction (q.v.) proposal, Johnson 
issued one for each state, beginning with North Carolina, but all said 
essentially the same thing. And like Lincoln, Johnson assumed that se- 
cession (q.v.) was void from the outset and that the president should 
take the lead in Reconstruction without waiting for the reconvening of 
Congress in December 1865. The first thing Johnson did was to rec- 
ognize the “Lincoln governments” in Louisiana, Arkansas, Tennessee, 
and Virginia. The rest of his plan, however, was more like the Wade- 
Davis Bill (q.v.) than Lincoln’s wartime measure. Johnson expected a 
majority of the voters registered in 1860 to take an oath of future loy- 
alty (q.v.) to the United States. No actual figure was stated but it was 
implied. 

Like all other plans of Reconstruction, Johnson’s excluded certain 
classes from initial participation in forming loyal governments. 
These included the usual higher officials, civilian and military, of the 
seceded states and the Confederacy, fourteen separate classes in all. 
But Johnson added a new class. He excluded all persons worth 
$20,000 or more from the initial amnesty. These persons had to ap- 
peal directly to the president for individual pardons. Virtually all of 
these applicants were former planters, the very men whom Johnson 
had fought during his political career as the defender of the average 
nonslaveholding Southern white. 

Once Johnson had given the initial amnesty, he appointed a provi- 
sional governor for each state. In the case of several states, he ac- 
cepted the Unionists whom Lincoln had put in power. In others he ap- 
pointed his own man, always a Union supporter. The provisional 
governors, with the assistance of the occupying federal forces, were 
to supervise the amnesty process (taking the oaths) and then call the 
elections for a constitutional convention. The convention would write 
a new state constitution that had to repudiate secession and the Con- 
federate war debt, and abolish slavery and recognize the Thirteenth 
Amendment (q.v.). No other action outside the amendment was re- 
quired as to the African Americans’ status in the reconstructed South. 
Then a new election would be called and the voters would vote on the 
constitution and elect a new slate of state and local officials, and con- 
gressmen and USS. senators. 

Johnson was being a bit naive if he expected his governments to 
receive anything but the short shrift given Lincoln’s governments 
earlier. As quickly as the Confederate leaders got their presidential 
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pardons they stood for election and won. Derisively, they were 
grouped under the label “Confederate Brigadiers” (q.v.). 

This turn of events shocked even Johnson. But he was not about to 
admit that he had blundered. This would turn the whole process over 
to Congress. So he made the best of a lousy situation and accepted all 
that had passed. He was now controlled by the very men he had tried 
to exclude from the reconstructing process in the first place. 

To understand Johnson’s seeming political ineptness, one must re- 
member that he was above all still a Jacksonian Democrat. He be- 
came president through an unfortunate assassination of the Republi- 
can Party leader, President Lincoln. Johnson was a loyal Union man, 
but he hated Republicans otherwise. He and the Republicans had in 
common a hatred of secession and the planter aristocracy, and a love 
of the United States undivided and the end of slavery to break the 
slave power conspiracy (q.v.). But Johnson was not about to help the 
Republicans expand their party to the South; he would not support a 
slow or difficult Reconstruction; he was against the Republican’s 
economic measures (high tariffs, high taxes, national banking sys- 
tem, and massive internal improvements) enacted during the war, ex- 
cept for the Homestead Act (q.v.); and he was against equal political 
and civil rights for African Americans. He wanted the South back in 
the Union fast so he could get all of those Democratic votes to back 
him in Congress. Unfortunately, the Congress ruled on its own mem- 
bers’ suitability for being seated, and the Republicans drew back to 
look into the advisability of seating any of Johnson’s representatives 
by creating a Joint Committee of Fifteen on Reconstruction (q.v.) to 
investigate the whole executive Reconstruction phenomena. 


PROCLAMATION OF AMNESTY AND RECONSTRUCTION. 
On 8 December 1863, President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) issued his 
Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction. The demands of the 
war necessitated that he do something. But rather than view Lincoln’s 
proclamation as an incontrovertible plan (as Congress and future his- 
torians would), it would be better to see it as he did—as a proposal 
that did not exclude future changes. First, Lincoln said, residents of 
seceded state had to take an oath of future loyalty (q.v.) to the United 
States and recognize all Union wartime acts as regarded slavery. This 
included the Confiscation Act of 1862, the Emancipation Proclama- 
tion (qq.v.), and Congress’s ending of slavery in the territories and the 
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District of Columbia. Lincoln did not require the applying state to 
end slavery. He doubted he had the power to do this. But by making 
their application and recognizing wartime acts, they did it indirectly 
anyhow. This was typically Lincoln, working around a problem 
rather than confronting it head-on and alienating people. But it tied 
Reconstruction to the ending of slavery, once and for all. 

Next, Lincoln’s proclamation continued, when 10 percent or more 
of the voters registered in 1860 swore such an oath of future loyalty, 
that number could establish a loyal state government (hence the plan’s 
popular and somewhat derogatory nickname, the Ten Percent Plan 
[q.v.]). They would call a state constitutional convention, elect dele- 
gates to the convention, draw up a new state constitution that recog- 
nized the wartime acts of the Union, then elect local officials, a state 
legislature and a governor, and send their duly elected representatives 
and senators to the U.S. Congress to be seated. Certain high-placed of- 
ficials of the Confederate and state government and military could not 
participate in the process. This was a practical matter and good poli- 
tics. Someone had to pay for secession and the war. But Lincoln 
would receive their individual supplications for pardon later, after the 
readmission process had worked itself out. Finally, Lincoln offered his 
plan only to states that had been occupied by the Union army. This 
limited his plan to essentially three areas, the northern half of 
Arkansas, most of Tennessee, and the southeastern third of Louisiana. 

All three areas went through Lincoln’s program and presented their 
representatives and senators for seating in Congress. And here Lin- 
coln’s plan ran out of steam. Congress had already protested the ease 
of Lincoln’s program in the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.), which the presi- 
dent had pocket vetoed, provoking a hostile attack on his refusal to 
work with Congress on the Reconstruction matter. Now both houses 
refused to seat the men from Lincoln’s allegedly reconstructed states 
under its constitutional right to investigate and determine if the sup- 
plicating states had truly republican governments (the theory, not the 
party, although critics maintained that the Yankee Congress confused 
the two). And Congress, wondering if 10 percent was an unusually 
small number for the American way of majoritarian government, as- 
serted its right to have been a part determining the Reconstruction 
process and noted that the newly emancipated African Americans did 
not have a sufficient part in the program or an ensured status in the 
post—Civil War United States. 
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That Lincoln was ready to alter his thinking on the South and Re- 
construction was seen in his willingness to accept a more complete 
plan of military occupation and supervision of the defeated South, 
particularly in Virginia and North Carolina, that Secretary of War Ed- 
win McM. Stanton (q.v.) presented to him at a cabinet meeting the 
morning of the day he was assassinated. Lincoln asked that the plan 
be altered somewhat but drawn up formally so that it could be dis- 
cussed with an eye to the fact that he needed to have a plan in oper- 
ation before Congress reconvened in December 1865. No, Lincoln 
was not committed to any specific plan, but he did seem determined 
that he and not Congress would be the guiding light of Reconstruc- 
tion. And that would brook all sorts of problems for his successor, 
Andrew Johnson, when he, too, tried to present Congress with a sim- 
ilar fait accompli, the Proclamation for Reconstruction (q.v.), that 
lacked the maddening flexibility that was Lincoln’s greatest strength. 


PROSLAVE THEORISTS IN THE ANTEBELLUM SOUTH. Al- 
though it has never approached the interest in abolition, proslave 
thought is very important in understanding the Civil War and Recon- 
struction. Historians have generally popularized the attractive myth 
that at the end of the American Revolution, the South nearly had 
abolished slavery as the North had. Indeed, had it not been for the de- 
velopment of the cotton gin, slavery would have ended nationwide, 
not just in the North where cotton culture was unprofitable or impos- 
sible because of cold climate. 

Because of its position as the largest slave state during this period, 
Virginia is usually viewed as the key to why slavery continued to en- 
dure as an institution. Virginians, including Thomas Jefferson, whom 
most see as a man desiring slavery’s demise, held certain truths about 
slavery. It was an institution forced upon the American colonies as 
one of the tyrannies of the British crown, making black and white 
alike innocent victims. Virginians had always opposed the slave 
trade, but Great Britain refused to allow this course. This was a con- 
venient notion that overlooked that the end of the international slave 
trade would cause an inflation in slave prices and prevent fresh ar- 
rivals from Africa from infecting the system with notions of recent 
freedom. 

Virginians also questioned the innate ability of Africans to be freed 
as they would intermix with whites, which would lower the quality 
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of intelligence and industry to preserve democracy. Finally, few Vir- 
ginians beyond a certain elite class ever expressed any guilt over the 
institution. Only one Virginian, St. George Tucker, introduced a plan 
of gradual abolition based on freeing all black women at age twenty- 
eight (slavery passed through the mother, probably a result of white 
male initiated miscegenation). But the fear of the black and white 
races being contaminated by their own human inability to stay clear 
of each other sexually was the basis of most freedom plans being 
based upon some form of colonization (q.v.) of blacks overseas, 
somewhere. 

It was painfully obvious by the time of the Civil War that some 
powerful force drove Virginians and the whole South to defend slav- 
ery through numerous proslave treatises. To whom were these tracts 
written? Certainly not to Northerners infected with the bug of aboli- 
tion, immediate or gradual. Certainly not to Southern nonslavehold- 
ers, as some historians have asserted. There were no real differences 
on race between whites, regardless of social class. In recent years, 
historians have asserted that the proslave writers wrote to convince 
slaveholders themselves, secretly guilty of holding fellow humans in 
bondage in violation of Christianity and the ideology of the Ameri- 
can Revolution, especially as represented by the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. This is often referred to as the great Jeffersonian contra- 
diction. It was the paradox of the slaveholders’ devotion to liberty, 
the Old South twisting and turning upon the rack of slavery. 

But in all honesty, there was little slaveholder guilt in being the 
masters over others, especially those already seen as different and in- 
ferior. Indeed, they were more than willing to acknowledge the very 
cruelties of slavery the abolitionists (q.v.) cried about. If the proslave 
writers were not evidently trying to convince slaveholders, who were 
completely aware of the merits of slavery, to whom were they writing? 
The answer is that they were writing to themselves. Like every other 
reform movement of the 1830s, the proslave writers longed for a re- 
turn to what they saw as an idealized past. They sought to return to the 
agrarian society before the rapidly changing industrialism that in- 
fected both urban and rural America. They longed to return to a time 
when people like them ruled. They were responding to the same im- 
pulses as the abolitionists of the North. Hence, proslave thought was 
not a freakish aberration, but a normal response to the quest to find so- 
cial stability in a rapidly changing world that preceded the Civil War. 
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PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT, CONFEDERATE. See CON- 
STITUTION, CONFEDERATE. 


PUBLIC CREDIT ACT. See MONEY ISSUE. 


-Q- 


QUEEN OF THE WEST. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 


-R- 


RACE RIOTS. See CAMILLA MASSACRE; COLFAX RACE RIOT 
(1874); COUSHATTA MASSACRE; ELLENTON (SOUTH CAR- 
OLINA) RACE RIOT (1876); EUTAW (ALABAMA) RACE RIOT 
(1876); HAMBURG (SOUTH CAROLINA) MASSACRE (1876); 
MEMPHIS RACE RIOT (1 MAY 1866); NEW ORLEANS RACE 
RIOT (30 JULY 1866 and 24-27 OCTOBER 1868); NEW ORLEANS, 
THIRD BATTLE OF; NORFOLK RACE RIOT (16 APRIL 1866). 


RADICAL DEMOCRACY. In 1864, the North faced a presidential 
election. Many Radical Republicans (q.v.) were hoping that one of 
their own might replace President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), who they 
considered incapable of the job. The first man to put his name in the 
ring was Secretary of the Treasury Salmon P. Chase (q.v.). But his 
Chase Boom (q.v.) was short-lived. So the Radicals decided to split 
off from the Republican Party and form their own party. They called 
it the Radical Democracy. Their convention was held at Cleveland, in 
Ohio’s Western Reserve, a hotbed of abolitionism (q.v.). 

At Cleveland, the Radical Democracy adopted a platform that ex- 
pressed their ideas. They demanded that slavery be abolished in all 
states without compensation to the slaveholders; that Congress guide 
Reconstruction, soon expressed in the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.); that 
Congress protect the political, economic, and social rights of the 
newly freed slaves; that there be a single term for the president, al- 
ready in place in the hated Confederacy; that the electoral college be 
eliminated and the president elected on a direct vote of the people; 
and that Rebel lands be confiscated and redistributed among soldiers 
and settlers from the loyal states. 
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As their candidates, the Radical Democracy chose John Charles 
Frémont (q.v.) for president and John Cochran of New York for vice 
president. Frémont had been the first Republican Party (q.v.) candi- 
date in 1856, and was a Radical Republican who tried to abolish slav- 
ery by military edict in Missouri in 1862, only to be rebuffed by Lin- 
coln. Cochran was a former political general who had exposed the 
fiasco of the Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.) before the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Conduct of the War (q.v.). The result had been his cen- 
sure and resignation. He was currently the attorney general of New 
York state. 

Frémont accepted the nomination and pledged to withdraw if a 
candidate more to the Radicals’ liking, other than Lincoln, were of- 
fered at the National Union Party (q.v.) convention of Republicans 
and War Democrats. But Lincoln was the nominee of the party regu- 
lars. Then the bleak picture of battlefield stalemate changed to one of 
victory in the Mobile Campaign, the Second Shenandoah Valley Cam- 
paign, and the Atlanta Campaign (qq.v.). Fearful of being shut out of 
the party altogether, the Radicals sent Ohio’s U.S. Senator Benjamin 
Wade (q.v.) to ask Lincoln to “throw us a crumb.” Lincoln got Post- 
master General Montgomery Blair to resign for the good of the party, 
and the Radicals returned to the fold, momentarily chastened. 


RADICAL RECONSTRUCTION. Upon the Republican victory in 
the 1866 congressional elections, which returned a two-thirds major- 
ity for the upcoming Fortieth Congress, the Republicans in the out- 
going Thirty-ninth Congress went to work in the lame-duck session 
(December 1866—March 1867) to clear the way for their new col- 
leagues. Led by the Radical Republicans (q.v.), the party imposed the 
measures that would become known as Radical Reconstruction. The 
first thing was to make sure that the Fortieth Congress did not have 
to wait until December 1867 to meet, its traditional time to assemble. 
The congressional recesses were the times that presidents Abraham 
Lincoln and Andrew Johnson (qq.v.) had used to impose executive 
proclamations of Reconstruction that had done much to modify the 
influence of prior Congresses on Reconstruction. So the second ses- 
sion of the Thirty-ninth Congress passed the Fortieth Congress Extra 
Session Act (q.v.), giving the new Congress authority to assemble the 
day after it adjourned in March 1867. This would give the Fortieth 
Congress three sessions instead of the customary two. This was not a 
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special session, because the Constitution reserves such calls for the 
president. So it became a new regular session, to be followed by the 
constitutionally called December sessions in 1867 and 1868. 

The next order of business was to guarantee that the president 
could not easily get around congressional desires through other inde- 
pendent executive actions. The Command of the Army Act (q.v.) was 
added to the Army Appropriations Act. It ordered the commanding 
general of the U.S. Army (then Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant) to have his 
headquarters in Washington, D.C. But there was another official who 
was a spy inside the executive departments and the president’s cabi- 
net, Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.). A Radical Repub- 
lican, the source of many of the anti-Lincoln stories during the war, 
Stanton was keeping his Radical cronies informed of anything John- 
son discussed behind closed doors in the executive offices. To protect 
him, Congress passed the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.). 

Finally, the last session of the Thirty-ninth Congress passed Radi- 
cal Reconstruction or the first of the Military Reconstruction Acts 
(q.v.). The Fortieth Congress received the task of enforcing and ex- 
panding the scope of the Military Reconstruction Act. In March 1867, 
it passed a Second Military Reconstruction Act (q.v.) and in July, 
Congress passed a Third Military Reconstruction Act (q.v.) to deal 
with loopholes in the first measure. Then in March 1868, a year after 
the process had begun, a Fourth Reconstruction Act (q.v.) passed 
Congress. The measure was designed to speed up the Reconstruction 
process so that black Republicans might assist the party elect a new 
president in 1868. By the election, all Southern states except Virginia, 
Mississippi, and Texas had completed the Reconstruction process 
and could participate fully in politics on the state and national levels. 
All that was left was to embarrass President Johnson completely 
through his impeachment (q.v.) and trial. Then legislative govern- 
ment would be a reality. 


RADICAL REPUBLICANS. See REPUBLICAN PARTY AND THE 
CIVIL WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION. 


RAID ON WASHINGTON. See WASHINGTON, EARLY’S RAID 
ON. 


RAINS, GABRIEL. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF AND 
KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 
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RAINEY, JOSEPH H. (1832-1887). Born in Georgetown, South Car- 
olina, to a mulatto slave family, Rainey’s father had purchased his 
whole family’s freedom. Rainey received a rudimentary education 
through private instruction, and at the outbreak of the war he, like his 
father, was practicing barbering, a traditional position of leadership 
in America’s black community. For a time he was a steward on a 
blockade runner, but when he was drafted to work on the military for- 
tifications in Charleston Harbor, he fled to the West Indies, where he 
awaited the outcome of the war. He returned to South Carolina after 
the Yankee victory, and with the passage of the Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.), Rainey became a member of the newly constituted 
state Republican Party. He was a delegate to the constitutional con- 
vention, but played a minor role. Nonetheless, he was elected to the 
state senate in 1868. He resigned his seat in 1870 to run for Congress. 
His victory made him the first African American ever to sit in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

In Washington, Rainey was known as a quiet man who defended 
black rights with logic and forcefulness on the House floor. He did 
not attempt to humiliate the white South but insisted on the execution 
of the Enforcement Acts, the suppression of the Ku Klux Klan, and 
the holding to the promises of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amend- 
ments (qq.v.). He also was an advocate of black access to public ac- 
commodations and had to be forcibly ejected from a Virginia restau- 
rant when he refused to leave. His most notable speech was a eulogy 
of Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.) in 1876. Rainey 
served in Congress until 1879, when he was replaced by a white 
Democrat (q.v.). He was made special treasury agent for South Car- 
olina until his resignation in 1881. He tried banking and brokerage 
business in Washington, D.C., after his political career ended but fi- 
nancial failure sent him back to his Georgetown home. He died there 
a few years later. 


RAYMOND, BATTLE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 
REAWM’S STATION, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE OF. 


RECONSTRUCTION, SOUTHERN. Many of the delegates at the 
Montgomery Convention that drew up the Confederate Constitution 
(q.v.) considered their efforts to be more than just secession (q.V.). 
They believed in the essential wisdom and goodness of what they 
were about, and figured that the new Confederacy would attract 
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many of the Northern states into its fold. In effect, the United States 
would be reconstituted under the banners of the Confederate States of 
America. There would be a Southern form of Reconstruction. New 
England and it pernicious ways would be excluded, of course, but the 
rest of the North, especially the states of the Old Northwest, were 
welcome. Some of the more radical delegates at Montgomery tried to 
stop this by allowing a clause that all new states would have to be- 
come slave states, but more conservative men, such as Jefferson 
Davis (q.v.), refused to allow such limitations. 

Davis believed that Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) might seek a reunion 
of the country on the basis of their old Democratic Party (q.v.). At 
least a commercial union might be in the offing, based on the Mis- 
sissippi River and its tributaries. Douglas did write up such a concept, 
which was found in his papers after his premature death in 1861, but 
no one knows to whom it was made. Under Douglas’s proposal, all 
trade regulations, tariffs, patents, and copyright laws would be uni- 
form in both republics. Proceeds from revenues were to be distrib- 
uted on the basis of population, counting three-fifths of slaves, as in 
the original U.S. Constitution. Each member was to guarantee the 
other’s territorial boundaries. Neither was to add territory without the 
approval of the other. 

It is also possible that Douglas envisioned such a commercial trade 
union extending beyond the Union and the Confederacy to embrace 
other Western Hemisphere nations, a sort of nineteenth-century North 
American Free Trade Agreement. But the firing on Ft. Sumter (q.v.) 
and Douglas’s death in June 1861 put an end to such musings. Recon- 
struction would come from North to South, not the other way around. 


RECONSTRUCTION, THEORIES OF. There were almost a half- 
dozen theories of Reconstruction’s constitutional basis, each with 
variants of its own, and probably no one then or now can say that any 
one of them was entirely correct. The first idea was the Presidential 
Theory. Applied by both President Abraham Lincoln and his succes- 
sor, Andrew Johnson (qq.v.), the Presidential Theory looked to the 
executive proclamation (q.v.) for its genesis. Lincoln put forth his 
Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction (q.v.) as a method to 
undermine the Southern will to fight. It permitted a small part of the 
population in any seceded state to apply for restoration if they took 
an oath of future loyalty (q.v.), allowed themselves to be occupied by 
the Federal army, and recognized the wartime acts of Congress and 
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the president. The centerpiece of this theory was that the states never 
really seceded. 

After Lincoln’s death, Johnson followed suit with his Proclama- 
tion for Reconstruction (q.v.). But Lincoln and Johnson saw the Pres- 
idential Plan differently. Lincoln envisioned it as a proposal, not ex- 
cluding Congress from input, but nothing to be inflexibly tied to 
forever. Johnson thought of Reconstruction just the opposite. He ex- 
pected Congress to go along with his plan and fought with them over 
modifications that Congress thought would make the South pay for 
the war, like freedmen’s rights. The real problem was that neither 
president could get his people seated without the concurrence of 
Congress. That body alone is charged in the Constitution with ensur- 
ing that each state has a republican form of government (the theory 
of government, not the party). Lincoln knew this would give Con- 
gress ultimately a voice in Reconstruction, while Johnson seemed to 
find this reprehensible —odd coming from a constitutionalist such as 
he was. The result was a bitter fight between legislative and execu- 
tive branches over policy, with the Supreme Court (q.v.) caught in the 
middle. 

After the Presidential Theory, one of the first doctrines of Recon- 
struction came from the South, and it naturally was one of the easiest 
to apply. The South was willing after four years of bloody conflict to 
admit that dissolution could not physically take place. Therefore, it 
must submit at once to the Union and its Constitution. With the end 
of the war, all must revert to the status quo as it was in 1860, with the 
possible exception of the abolition of slavery. Individuals might be 
guilty of treason, but the states had the same rights and duties as be- 
fore as described in the fundamental document. The governors ought 
to call their state legislatures into session and sue for peace. They cer- 
tainly had nothing to lose by this magnanimous gesture. 

The most famous proponent of the Southern Theory of Recon- 
struction was none other than Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.), 
whose ideas were embodied in his terms to the surrendering of the 
South’s number-two army, commanded by Gen. Joseph Johnston at 
Durham Station (qq.v.), North Carolina. Sherman allowed Johnston’s 
army to disband with all of its equipment, which was to be restored 
to the state capitols. He also made a sweeping commitment on Re- 
construction. He promised a general amnesty, that the people would 
be guaranteed their political and property rights (except in slaves), 
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and no citizens would be molested because of the late war so long as 
they lived in peace and obeyed federal laws. He even recognized sev- 
eral Southern provisional state governments. The result was an up- 
roar that even Grant and President Andrew Johnson could not bear. 
Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) immediately repudiated 
Sherman’s peace and forced him to renegotiate with Johnston on the 
basis of Grant’s offering at Appomattox (q.v.). A simple return to 
the United States in 1860 would not suffice. Some kind of notice 
of the four years between Charleston and Appomattox had to be made. 

Almost the exact opposite of the Southern Theory, the Conquered 
Provinces Theory asserted that the South was no longer in the Union, 
that secession (q.v.) removed those states’ traditional rights and left 
them conquered provinces, susceptible to the will of the victor. A fa- 
vorite of Radical Republican Representative Thaddeus Stevens 
(qq.v.) of Pennsylvania, the theory maintained that the states had se- 
ceded and a new basis of Union had to be drawn up, no holds barred. 
The entire South had to be remodeled in the proper manner to ensure 
that rebellion could never happen again. These states had reverted to 
the territorial stage, where they could have their very boundaries al- 
tered and had to do the bidding of the rest of the states through the 
federal administrators in the South. Part and parcel of this was the en- 
franchising of the African Americans, as the only truly loyal group in 
the South. Of course, the whole process was to be congressional, not 
executive, in conception. 

A favorite of Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.), the 
State Suicide Theory of Reconstruction argued that secession was 
impossible. Rather, by trying to leave the Union the states had com- 
mitted a treasonous form of suicide. Although the United States re- 
tained control over these areas, they had reverted to territorial status, 
where they were at the mercy of Congress. The territorial status was 
important in both Sumner’s and Stevens’s plans because it allowed 
state institutions (but not boundaries to Sumner) to be altered at the 
pleasure of Congress. There were no constitutional guarantees to get 
in the way. Congress would decide what these suicidal brethren must 
do to return to the Union. And for Sumner as Stevens, this included 
some recognition of Negro rights, especially the vote. 

Finally there was the Shellabarger-Chase Theory of Forfeited 
Rights. First conceived by Republican Representative Samuel 
Shellabarger of Ohio and later used by the U.S. Supreme Court under 
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Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), the Forfeited Rights Theory of 
Reconstruction held secession to be null and void (no state could ever 
leave the Union), but admitted that the participant states had forfeited 
some of their rights by committing a form of treason. It had worked 
under the Supreme Court case of Luther v. Borden from the 1840s 
Dorr War in Rhode Island. There, two warring political factions had 
appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court to settle their dispute. The Court 
held that whichever representatives and senators Congress seated 
were the legal representatives of the state. Congress received this 
power directly from the Constitution under its responsibility to pro- 
vide for a republican form of government in each state. In effect, the 
Supreme Court ruled that this was a political decision outside its 
boundaries to adjudicate. It would side with Congress’s decision, and 
did so in Texas v. White (1868) (q.v.). It was conservative, it made 
sense to all but ideologues, and it worked. 


RED RIVER CAMPAIGN (10 MARCH-26 MAY 1864). Because of 
the French presence in Maximilian’s Mexico (q.v.) and fear of possi- 
ble French-Confederate cooperation, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) pro- 
fessed the need to invade Texas. As several coastal expeditions had 
failed in 1862 and 1863, the route he and his military advisor Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) settled on was to go up the Red 
River toward Shreveport. As this took Federal forces away from 
Mexico, many thought that the real reason for the campaign was to 
secure cotton and sugar to assist the many speculators believed to 
have the ear of the White House and the War and Treasury Depart- 
ments. 

The operation was to combine a thrust up the Red, utilizing 27,000 
troops from the Union’s Gulf and Mississippi Departments under 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. Nathaniel Banks, with a flank attack of 15,000 com- 
ing in from Little Rock in the Department of Arkansas under Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Fred Steele. The 30,000 Confederates were divided into 
three more or less equal contingents stationed in upper Louisiana, 
southwestern Arkansas, and along the Texas coast, commanded by 
Lt. Gen. E. Kirby Smith (q.v.) out of Shreveport. 

Banks got a late start up the Bayou Teche and did not meet with 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. A. J. Smith’s Federals out of Vicksburg until 24 
March. Steele started even later, and effectively took himself out of 
the campaign’s time schedule. By then, Smith had already subdued 
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Ft. DeRussy on the lower Red and secured Alexandria without hardly 
firing a shot. The expedition was to be supported by a naval river 
fleet of twenty ironclads and wooden gunboats by Adm. David D. 
Porter, but the Red’s unusually low waters kept the fleet busier with 
keeping afloat than supporting the attack. 

Because of the extremely low water at Natchitoches, Banks’s in- 
fantry left the security of the fleet’s guns and moved inland, headed 
toward Shreveport. At Sabine Crossroads (Mansfield) near Shreve- 
port, Banks’s command met and blundered into a premature attack 
against Maj. Gen. Richard Taylor’s Confederates. Just having re- 
ceived reinforcements from Texas, Taylor drove the Yankees back 
with heavy loss. Rattled, Banks decided to pull back to a better de- 
fensive position at Pleasant Hill. Taylor followed and attacked, re- 
ceiving heavy casualties, in return. Gen. Kirby Smith came onto the 
field and ordered Taylor to retreat. 

But Banks had had enough and moved toward Alexandria before 
Taylor could reorganize his scattered men. Kirby Smith sent a large 
part of Taylor’s men to Arkansas to defeat Gen. Steele in the Camden 
Campaign (q.v.), while Taylor followed Banks, keeping the pressure 
on. Taylor also sent his cavalry to the Red River to harass the fleet, 
particularly at Blair’s or Pleasant Hill Landing. Adm. Porter was in 
much worse position than the Union infantry. His ships were barely 
clearing the river bottom as they headed to Alexandria to meet 
Banks’s army. Above Alexandria the ships came to a halt. The rapids 
were now so shallow as to threaten to leave the fleet for Confederate 
capture. 

Fortunately, an imaginative engineering officer, Col. Joseph Bai- 
ley, devised a set of coffer dams to narrow the channel and lift the 
ships over the rocks. After the army left Alexandria, with the fleet be- 
ing attacked constantly from the shore, Bailey again proved his worth 
by using the rescued gunboats as pontoons to bridge the 600-yard- 
wide Atchafalaya at Simmsport. Smith’s forces arrived back in Mis- 
sissippi by 22 May and Banks reached the safety of Donaldsonville, 
Louisiana, on 26 May. Officers on both sides lambasted their com- 
rades. Kirby Smith relieved Gen. Taylor at his request, and Banks lost 
his job and faced a congressional investigation. 

Kirby Smith hoped to transfer Taylor and his Louisianans east of 
the Mississippi, but the Yankees had too tight a hold on the river. So 
Taylor went alone to command in Mississippi and Alabama, receiving 
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a promotion to lieutenant general from Richmond for Mansfield. In- 
stead, he urged Maj. Gen. Sterling Price (q.v.) to take his all Missouri 
cavalry and invade his home state on a westerly course to Kansas City. 
Price entered Missouri on 19 September and brushed aside all oppo- 
sition except for a defeat at Pilot Knob (27 September). Price was fi- 
nally stopped at the Battle of Westport (23 October), when he was hit 
on two sides by a force that outnumbered him two to one. Price re- 
treated nearly sixty miles before a rearguard action at the Marais des 
Cygnes cost him 1,000 men as prisoners to the pursuing Yankees. Un- 
able to shake Union pursuit, Price finally slipped over to the Indian 
Nations to avoid the Federal post at Ft. Smith. Price got back to Con- 
federate Louisiana with only 40 percent of the 10,000 he started with, 
and a lot of unfair criticism. It was the last major Confederate cam- 
paign in the Trans-Mississippi. 


RED SHIRTS. A South Carolina white Democratic Party (q.v.) group 
of armed gunmen who intimidated black and white Republicans 
(q.v.) at elections in the mid-1870s, shot rival candidates and their 
supporters, and watched the polls to limit opposition voting. 


REDEEMERS. Those whites who overthrew the Reconstruction gov- 
ernments in the South in the 1870s were called Redeemers. They went 
on to rule their states during the New South movement of industrial- 
ization by coercing white and black agrarian radicals through voter 
fraud and racist appeals. But what they exactly stood for and really did 
has been a field of argument for historians ever since. That they were 
important cannot be denied. These Democrats (q.v.) controlled every 
former Confederate state in the last quarter of the nineteenth century 
and composed a voting bloc in Congress (about one-third of both 
houses) that rivaled northeastern and western Republicans in power 
and dominated the Democratic Party’s congressional and national 
party caucuses. Although it was fairly obvious that they would stand 
for home rule and undermine federal protection of blacks in their civil 
rights (90 percent were veterans of the Confederate army or civil gov- 
ernment), how they might vote on the paramount economic issues of 
the day, the economic legislation of the Civil War that made up the Re- 
publican Party’s (q.v.) domestic policy (as opposed to the war and for- 
eign affairs), such items as soft money, the national banking system, 
bond redemption, taxes and tariffs, and railroads and other internal 
improvements would determine the fate of the nation. 
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Southern Republicans (Scalawag, carpetbag [qq.v.], and African 
American representatives in Washington of the reconstructed state 
governments) had failed to deliver on these programs. Northern Re- 
publican power brokers had viewed these men with suspicion, ex- 
cluded them from meaningful councils, and denied them the patron- 
age that would have secured their power back home. Nor were they 
helped by the burgeoning Liberal Republican (q.v.) movement dedi- 
cated to eradicating these programs as the epitome of corruption 
(q.v.). Realizing that the National Democrats would not grant these 
subsidies, and having missed out on their share of the Great Barbe- 
cue because of the Civil War and Reconstruction, the Redeemers 
made their own deal to elect Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.), gain removal 
of the federal troops (home rule), and get in on the federal economic 
largess denied Southern Republicans. This is often seen as the Right 
Fork on the Road to Reunion, an agreement between Conservatives 
of both sections. 

But there was another branch in the Road to Reunion, the so-called 
Left Fork. This one emphasized a more radical agrarian approach and 
cooperation with western elements in the Republican Party. Their 
program was one of reform of government away from industry and 
business assistance to help out the little man, the small farmers and 
laborers who dominated the American landscape in those years. Their 
program emphasized expanded credit through more paper money and 
the coinage of silver, a decentralized national banking system, and 
regulation of railroads. Because of the extended Panic of 1873 
(which had lasted several years), the agrarian radicals swept into 
power in 1877. 

From there on out, the Southern states were the center of a quarrel 
between these two points of view, causing the Southern Democrats in 
Washington to vary in their stand issue by issue, usually taking the 
Left Fork, the agrarian-labor or “radical” one, and allying with West- 
ern Republicans and Western Democrats to support expanded silver 
coinage, redemption of bonds with greenbacks instead of gold, re- 
duction of the tariff, restoration of the income tax, an expansive 
banking system to provide easier credit, and tough regulation of rail- 
roads. 

They voted with all Democrats to revise the revenue tax code to 
fall more heavily on the East, and curtail African American civil 
rights. But this did not affect their desire to industrialize the South. 
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Indeed, the Redeemers managed to attract nearly every economic 
group from business to agriculture (large and small landholders) to 
their banner. Reconstruction and the Gilded Age that followed caused 
the Redeemers to reexamine the fundamental premises of what it 
meant to be an American. In the process, the redeemed South, more 
than any other section of the United States, came to have a social 
unity that was challenged only by the bravest or most foolhardy. 
When it came to race, the mind of the postbellum South was little dif- 
ferent from the antebellum—blacks had a definite place in society 
and were to stay there. The white South was a unique, separate part 
of the national whole, driven by racism, paternalism, a personal code 
of honor, and a Southern nationalism reinforced by a rigid concept of 
constitutionalism. Whatever the political stand of the Redeemers, 
whether they took the Left Fork or the Right, they illustrated the per- 
sistence of Southern distinctiveness within the nation as a whole. 


REDEMPTION. The process by which whites, known as Redeemers 
(q.v.), overthrew the Reconstruction governments in the South in the 
1870s. Redemption went through two phases. The first took place be- 
fore 1874 and involved white takeover and destruction of Recon- 
struction governments in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, North Car- 
olina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. The second involved Florida, 
Louisiana (the state with the longest Reconstruction, lasting from 
1862 to 1877), Mississippi, and South Carolina. Except for Missis- 
sippi, this group was redeemed during the election of 1876 and the 
Compromise of 1877 (q.v.). 


REED, HARRISON (1813-1899). Boston-born Harrison Reed was a 
Florida carpetbag (q.v.) governor. At the outbreak of the Civil War he 
had gone to Washington, D.C., where he served as a nameless Treasury 
Department bureaucrat. He was a widower, and his daughter had also 
died young. In January 1863, Reed landed at Fernandina Island off the 
coast of Florida. His job was to follow Federal forces into the mainland 
and collect the federal property tax owed the United States. To pay, one 
had to take a loyalty oath (q.v.). To refuse the oath meant that the prop- 
erty in question was liable to seizure and sale by auction by the treas- 
ury men. He bought lots for himself and his two sons. He and the other 
commissioners also allowed blacks to bid on places where they were 
living before the lots opened up to public sale. He quarreled with one 
of his coagents over this and, in the end, Reed lost his job. 
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Reed spent the next two years in Washington as a postal em- 
ployee. President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) sent him back to Florida af- 
ter the war as a postal supervisor for the whole state. He advised the 
president to appoint William Marvin as provisional governor, and 
warned him of pro-Chase electioneering taking place among the 
treasury men who had run Reed off. Marvin sided with Reed and had 
the treasury men relieved of their jobs, allowing Reed to get even for 
his 1863 firing. Reed initially had no desire to use the Military Re- 
construction Acts (q.v.), being a good Johnson man at heart, but by 
1867, it was obvious that republicanism was the wave of the future 
in the South. And to ride that wave he needed black votes. But Rad- 
ical Republicans (q.v.), known locally as the Mule Team, had a big 
jump on him. They had won the most seats at the state constitutional 
convention. 

So Reed began by talking to individual delegates as they arrived at 
Tallahassee for the convention. He also won over Maj. Gen. George 
Meade (q.v.), the military commander of the Third Military District 
(Georgia, Alabama, and Florida), and the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.Vv.) 
assistant commissioner, Thomas W. Osborn. The latter had a good 
reputation among planters and freedmen alike for running a fair op- 
eration. But Reed could not defeat the Mule Team in the convention. 
So he pulled his delegates (almost all white) out and removed to 
Monticello to write his own constitution, which gave the governor 
large appointive powers for local offices. The Radicals of the Mule 
Team meanwhile wrote theirs. They wanted to make all offices elec- 
tive and apportion all seats by population. This would give blacks a 
big voice in what went on because they almost equaled whites when 
Confederate disfranchisement was tacked on. 

Things looked bad until Gen. Meade arrived from Atlanta. He de- 
ployed federal soldiers and forced the two conventions to meet to- 
gether. Reed managed to persuade enough Mule Team delegates 
that his constitution was better and it passed. The convention also 
nominated Reed for governor on the Republican ticket. When the 
Mule Team complained to Congress, Reed went to Washington and 
convinced Congress that only he possessed the necessary majority 
to carry the day and complete Reconstruction. Back in Florida, 
Reed found that the Conservative Democrats had broken off their 
association with him to run their own candidate. But the Radicals 
also entered the fray as a third party. With the support of the Post 
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Office Department, the Freedmen’s Bureau, the U.S. Army, and the 
Congress, Reed’s ticket took the contest by a large majority. 

But Reed had already reached his high point of power. When he 
appointed his cabinet and local offices he angered everyone. Federal 
patronage, so important because these jobs paid more, went into the 
hands of his onetime ally, now U.S. senator Thomas W. Osborn. But 
Reed had refused to go along with Osborn’s scheme to fund state 
bonds at a profit he offered to split with Reed. The legislature saw 
him veto bills to raise their pay and open public accommodations to 
all races equally. And Democrats (q.v.) hated him for raising a “black 
and tan” (q.v.) militia to put down the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.). Mysteri- 
ously, the arms ordered for the militia were stolen en route from New 
York, making the troops ineffective. 

At this point the legislature moved to impeach the governor after 
threats against his life failed to get his resignation. With the con- 
nivance of the secretary of state, the lieutenant governor stole the 
state seal and tried to run Reed out of office. Reed drove the usurper 
off at gunpoint. After this bout, Reed was still governor, but he was a 
man without a party. When legislators threatened to impeach him 
once again, Reed grumbled, “Impeach and be damned!” 

But there was an issue upon which impeachment could be based. 
It had to do with railroad matters, one of the governor’s pet projects 
from the very beginning of his stay in Florida. Reed believed in pub- 
lic aid to private enterprise. The financiers of the railroad projects 
were two men already on the lam from North Carolina for corruption 
there, Milton S. Littlefield (q.v.) and George W. Swepson. And Lit- 
tlefield and Swepson with Reed’s backing persuaded the state legis- 
lature to trade $4,000,000 in state bonds for railroad bonds. Rumors 
had it that Littlefield paid the governor $7,500 for his signature. Reed 
called it a personal loan that he expected to repay. The legislature 
voted his impeachment unanimously and then adjourned sine die (as 
they had no evidence to hang on Reed), leaving the governor in limbo 
for the ten months left of his term. 

Reed had to turn the office over to the lieutenant governor under 
the state constitution. When he learned that the lieutenant governor 
had come to Jacksonville for a meeting, Reed took a quick train to 
Tallahassee and got the seal from a cooperative secretary of state. The 
lieutenant governor then made a mistake. He called the senate into 
special session. Reed’s Republican enemies moved to adjourn. But 
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Democrats called for a trial. Reed’s attorney then moved that the 
charges be dropped. The senate voted ten to seven in Reed’s behalf 
and he left office a free man, having outmaneuvered everyone. Hav- 
ing beaten the impeachment, Reed retired to raise oranges. He had 
made no money while governor. Indeed, he was in much debt. He 
struggled on, raising oranges, promoting Florida real estate before it 
boomed, and dying in 1899, poor as ever. 


REEDER, ANDREW H. See KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER WARS. 
RELIGION OF HUMANITY. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


REPUBLICAN PARTY, BEGINNING OF. Third political parties tra- 
ditionally have had a high mortality rate in American politics. Before 
the Civil War there were the Anti-Masonic Party (1827-1832), the 
Liberty Party (1840-1848), the Free-Soil Party (q.v.) (1848-1856), 
and the American Party (q.v.) (1854-1856). Generally, the programs 
of third parties have been absorbed by one or both of the major par- 
ties. But the one antebellum exception was the Republican Party, 
which from its organization at Ripon, Wisconsin, in 1854, has been 
the main competitor to the Democrats (q.v.) ever since. 

The Republican Party was a reaction to the Kansas-Nebraska Act 
(q.v.) and the problem of slavery in the territories that the Franklin 
Pierce (q.v.) administration sought to solve by popular sovereignty 
and the Nonexclusion Doctrine (qq.v.). With the opening of the West 
to slavery “Anti-Kansas” meetings were held throughout the North. 
Hoping to avoid the extremist label that the Free-Soil Party had in- 
herited, the Ripon Convention adopted the name “Republican.” Im- 
mediately, the party put forth a full slate of candidates in the 1854 
Wisconsin elections and carried the state. 

It was quite possible that the Republicans would never have sur- 
vived their first electoral victory had not the Kansas-Missouri Border 
Wars (q.v.) kept slavery in the territories an issue before the Ameri- 
can people. In 1855, the party attracted one of its most important ad- 
herents, Horace Greeley (q.v.), a newspaper editor in New York City. 
Greeley’s New York Tribune was one of the most widely read and cir- 
culated sheets of yellow journalism in the nation. It regularly boasted 
as many as 200,000 readers of its weekly edition. Greeley’s exagger- 
ated stories of the travails of brave, honest, outnumbered antislavery 
farmers before the juggernaut of vicious, proslave, Missouri Border 
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Ruffians and other such Southern ilk made “Bleeding Kansas” (q.v.) 
an American catchphrase. 

In October 1855, some important politicians threw in their lot with 
the new party. Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), who ran successfully for gov- 
ernor of Ohio on four party labels (Democrat, Know Nothing (q.v.), 
Whig (q.v.), and Republican), declared himself a Republican. Ben- 
jamin F, Wade (q.v.), one of Ohio’s U.S. senators, did likewise. Thur- 
low Weed, a newspaperman and New York’s premier political ma- 
nipulator for over thirty years, and his front man, a New York U.S. 
senator, William H. Seward (q.v.), did, too. 

The Republicans cleverly called an “Opposition to Kansas” conven- 
tion at Pittsburgh on Washington’s Birthday in 1856 to cultivate the 
idea that they were moderately antislavery (q.v.) as opposed to radical 
abolitionists (q.v.). But no new adherents showed up. Kansas had qui- 
eted as an issue. Then, in May 1856, Kansas blew up with the sacking 
of Lawrence, the Brooks-Sumner affair, the Pottawatomie Massacre led 
by John Brown (q.v.), and the arrest of the Free-Soil Topeka govern- 
ment. New adherents came into the party in droves, including a hack 
Whig politician in Illinois named Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). Fusing all of 
the opposition to Democratic U.S. Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.), 
Lincoln stole the Illinois party from its original 1854 organizers, got rid 
of its antislavery agitators, and turned it into an anti-Kansas, anti- 
Douglas organization. It would carry him to the presidency in 1860. 

What Lincoln did in Illinois was happening with different personae 
in every Northern state. In an attempt to shut down the Bleeding 
Kansas propaganda presented in Greeley’s newspaper, the lifeblood of 
Republican organizers, Georgia Representative Robert Toombs intro- 
duced a bill in Congress that would have ordered a census taken in 
Kansas and called a constitutional convention, with all those in the ter- 
ritory three months allowed to vote. Everything was to be supervised 
by five federal commissioners. But the Republicans did not want 
Kansas off the front pages. Nor did they want the antislavery Topeka 
constitution and government abolished, only to have to start all over 
again. Toombs’s bill never passed. The Republicans were off to place 
in the election of 1856 and win in the election of 1860 (qq.v.). 


REPUBLICAN PARTY, IDEOLOGY OF. The Republicans had three 
basic elements that made up the core of their political thought. The 
first was the free labor ideal. The Republicans emphasized over and 
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over that they stood for free labor. They believed that this concept ex- 
pressed the idea of a good, hardworking, morally motivated society. 
It was the old Protestant ethic writ large. The Republicans held that 
free labor meant that if one worked diligently one could advance 
one’s place in society and improve one’s life. It was the opportunity 
to stop being a wage earner and become a wage payer. 

The second element of Republican thought was a critique of 
Southern society based on the institution of slavery. If the North and 
free labor were good, then it followed that the South and slavery were 
evil—the exact antithesis of each other. The South failed to cherish 
the free labor ideal. It lacked economic development, fluidity in so- 
cial position, and political democracy —at least to Republicans. The 
South lacked all that made the North vibrant: free schools, canals, 
railroads, charities, commerce, cities, cultivated area, and, above all, 
population, when compared to the North. The reason was obvious. It 
was the presence of slaves. 

It was not the slaves’ fault that the South was backward—it was 
the fault of the whites who owned them or condoned their enslave- 
ment. The South cried out for reconstruction on the basis of the 
Northern model of society. Because this was true, the South and its 
institution had to be kept out of the western territories, lest they be 
harmed before they could develop into miniature replicas of the 
Northern states under the Republican platform of 1860 (q.v.). Hence, 
the Wilmot Proviso (q.v.) was the center of Republican political ac- 
tion before the Civil War. 

The third element of Republican political ideas was the slave 
power conspiracy (q.v.). The South dominated the U.S. government 
and its domestic and foreign policy before the Civil War. Slavery was 
morally wrong, but the slave power in the federal government per- 
mitted the South to interfere with Northern political rights, civil lib- 
erties, necessary economic measures to promote industry and trade, 
and free white labor. The slave power rests its strength on the three- 
fifths clause of the Constitution and the concept of extraterritoriality 
(q.v.) of Southern proslave institutions. The Republicans feared the 
ulterior designs of the South to make the whole nation reembrace 
slavery, even the North, which had once obliterated it within its own 
boundaries. One could see this, of course, in the fervor of the South 
to expand slavery into the territories and to conquer new lands for 
slavery, such as Mexico, Cuba, Nicaragua, Honduras, and Panama. 
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The only solution to grasping proslave Southern political power 
was for the North to seize control of the federal government. It also 
had to free all men and make them beholden to the Republican Party 
as voters. It was the distinction between slavery and the slave power 
that allowed the North to end the South’s domination of government 
and permit racial discrimination afterward. Once the South indicated 
it would embrace Northern economic and political institutions (in ef- 
fect, the results of the war, in the Compromise of 1877 [q.v.]), the 
black vote and the African American’s place in the postwar unified 
white society became irrelevant. 


REPUBLICAN PARTY AND THE CIVIL WAR AND RECON- 
STRUCTION. During the Civil War and Reconstruction, the Re- 
publican Party (q.v.) was divided into three factions: the Conserva- 
tives, the Moderates, and the Radicals. The Conservatives were 
old-line Whigs (q.v.), the Conscience Whigs, who could not stand 
with the South on the slavery issue. Their idols were Henry Clay and 
Daniel Webster, men who wanted to keep slavery out of national pol- 
itics in favor of economic issues. They disliked their Radical compa- 
triots as too inflammatory, although, if pressed, the Conservatives 
were as much against slavery as an institution as anyone. They be- 
lieved that the U.S. government had more important things to do, 
such as construct the transcontinental railroad, open up the West 
through free land, or raise the tariff to protect American industry. 
What they wanted from the war was to destroy Southern political 
power in Washington, the so-called slave power conspiracy (q.vV.), 
that had blocked these programs for a generation. Their desires were 
the real basis for the Republican platform of 1860 (q.v.). Their key 
man in 1860 was Edward Bates of Missouri. During Reconstruction, 
the Conservatives wanted very little of black civil rights, probably 
because they seemed to come from districts with a strong Democratic 
(q.v.) minority or, sometimes, even a majority. At the end of Recon- 
struction, the election of 1876 and the Compromise of 1877 (qq.v.) 
marked a return of the Republicans to the Conservative fold. 

The Moderates were more of a branch of the Conservatives before 
and during the war. They believed in the Conservatives’ economic 
program, but also leavened it with a strong dose of antislavery feel- 
ing. These men held the balance of power in the party during the 
war. The main difference between the Radicals and the Moderates 
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on the slavery issue was that the Radicals wanted government to at- 
tack it boldly, while the Moderates wanted the government to restrict 
its spread and allow slavery to die a natural death. A lot of what at- 
tracted Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) to the party was the Conservative 
Republican economic program and the prohibition of slavery in the 
territories. He was a moderate, which helped him be a compromise 
candidate in the election of 1860 (q.v.). What he would have been in 
Reconstruction is hard to say. But during Reconstruction, the Mod- 
erates wanted very much to compromise with President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.), until Johnson’s pro-Southern policies drove them 
into the arms of the Radicals. 

Historians differ as to what most motivated the Radicals, as op- 
posed to the Moderates and the Conservatives. Basically, the Radical 
Republicans wanted comprehensive social, economic, and political 
change. They tended to come from safe seats, elected by strong Re- 
publican majorities. They could take controversial stands on issues 
with little fear of the voters at the next election. Thus, before the war 
they were uncompromisingly Free-Soil, during the war they were for 
immediate and total emancipation, and after the war they took the 
lead in black social, economic, and political equality. As politicians, 
they were unusual because they rarely compromised. They were ide- 
ologues, moral revolutionaries. They welcomed the war for allowing 
the North to get rid of slavery legally under the guise of fighting for 
Union. 

The Radicals took the lead in the Republican Party, believing that 
the Whigs and Democrats were dominated by the slave power con- 
spiracy. This was an important concept. All the North believed that 
the South had too much political power through slavery and its dom- 
inance of national policy. All of the North was willing to destroy the 
slave oligarchs. They wanted no more slavery in the territories, no 
more slave states, no more slavery or slave trade in the District of Co- 
lumbia, no fugitive slave laws, and no interstate slave trade. But not 
all Northerners were willing to concede political, economic, or social 
rights to blacks after the institution of slavery was destroyed. And 
therein lay the rub for the success of Reconstruction. 

Radical Republicans had several qualities in common during Re- 
construction. First, they believed that the full benefits of restoration 
should be withheld from the South for a period of time. Another 
thought that Radicals subscribed to was the notion that Reconstruction 
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ought to be determined by the legislative branch of government. The 
Radicals believed that they represented the people directly, contrary to 
the Jacksonian ideal that the president, as the single federal official 
elected by the whole population, did. Most did not deny the executive 
branch a contributory role, but it would be subordinate. Moderate and 
Conservative Republicans parted company with them here, reserving 
more of a role for the president. 

But the one factor that defined a Radical Republican was one’s in- 
terest in black rights. Not that other Republicans were not interested 
in black rights. They were. But Radicals made it the centerpiece of 
their Reconstruction ideology. The former slaves’ right to vote was a 
part of this. This could be done on the basis of principle or from a 
practical point of view. It was one way to ensure the Republican Party 
of a toehold in the South. It could also help African Americans retain 
their freedom. Another aspect of this picture was black civil rights. 
This included the right to a fair trial, to sue and be sued, sit on juries, 
own property, and receive equal protection under the laws— much of 
what the Civil Rights Law of 1866 (q.v.) promised. Once Congress 
passed this law, the federal courts and the blacks’ right to vote would 
secure them forever, in theory. 

Another right Radicals believed in was that African Americans 
ought to enjoy education. One cannot vote without knowledge, went 
the theory. Finally, Radical Republicans had an affinity for giving the 
ex-slaves land. Many wanted to seize all plantations and divide them 
up among the people who had worked them so long in bondage, as 
seen in the legendary Reconstruction slogan of “forty acres and a 
mule” (q.v.). Conservative Republicans and Democrats managed to 
block total confiscation amendments to the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.Vv.) 
bills, and President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) returned most of the 
seized properties. 

If the black vote, civil rights, education, and land grants defined Rad- 
ical Republicans, what motivated them? Obviously some operated un- 
der the desire for revenge. Southerners were traitors and had to be pun- 
ished for the sins of slavery and secession against the United States, 
God, and the Constitution. This often was expressed by the slogan of 
“vote as you shot,” through a process usually called “waving the bloody 
shirt” (q.v.). Another motivation for the Radicals was political. By re- 
turning to the Union with the slaves freed, the South actually would pick 
up seats in Congress. Before the war slaves were counted as three-fifths 
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of a person for purposes of taxation and representation. Now they would 
be five-fifths and unable to vote, if the Southern whites had their way. 
This was a cruel reward for rebellion indeed. Radicals also operated to 
protect Republican domestic measures enacted during the war in the ab- 
sence of Southern Democrats. This included land grant colleges, the na- 
tional banking system, internal improvements (especially the transcon- 
tinental railroad), contract labor, and a high protective tariff. 

Important to a lot of Radicals (and many other Northerners) was 
the fear of a lost peace. This was a major cause of a hard Recon- 
struction policy. Radicals looked at the presidential Reconstruction 
plans (q.v.) and saw governments dominated by planters, Confeder- 
ate military officers, and secessionists; anti-Negro discrimination 
guaranteed through Black Codes (q.v.); and a general defiant and un- 
defeated attitude among Southern whites. Many feared that four 
years of bloody war had settled little, and this attitude was widely 
shared, as witnessed the smashing Republican victory in the 1866 
congressional elections, led by the Radicals. 

Finally, Radicals were motivated by idealism, a desire to help out 
the unfortunates who suffered the vicissitudes of slavery. This in- 
volved the vote, land grants, education opportunities, and civil rights. 
The prewar and wartime idealism of Republicans did not just die out 
at Appomattox. It continued throughout Reconstruction. Radicals had 
a compelling view of what America should be like and saw great logic 
and justice in their programs. They were also special kinds of politi- 
cians. They were men of principle who could not bear to compromise 
their ideals. There was a strong religious component to the Radicals’ 
thought. They were the conscience of the society of their day. 


REPUBLICAN PLATFORM OF 1860. For a political party that was 
in theory built on its opposition to slavery in the territories, the Re- 
publican Party (q.v.) platform of 1860 said very little about slavery, 
but included much from Henry Clay’s old American System (q.v.) 
proposals from the 1830s. The platform’s planks were: no slavery in 
the West (for the idealists and white, small farmers); a high protec- 
tive tariff (to win industrial Pennsylvania, one of the key states the 
party had to have to carry the presidency); a national banking act (to 
win over old-time Whigs [q.v.] and New England financiers); a 
homestead act (to develop the West and provide free land to immi- 
grants and white, small farmers); internal improvements on a large 
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scale, especially a transcontinental railroad emanating out of Chicago 
(to hold the Old Northwest, especially Abraham Lincoln’s [q.v.] state 
of Illinois, critical to his winning the presidency); and land grant col- 
leges to teach agricultural and military sciences (to carry the Old 
Northwest and the immigrant and farm vote). Unlike many political 
platforms, which are enunciated and forgotten, the Republicans de- 
livered on every issue by 1865. See also ELECTION OF 1860. 


RESACA, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN, THE. 


REVELS, HIRAM R. (1822-1901). Born a free man of color in Fayette- 
ville County, North Carolina, Hiram R. Revels studied at a seminary 
and Knox College in Galesburg, Illinois, becoming a preacher for the 
African Methodist Episcopal Church. He served congregations 
throughout the Old Northwest. When the war broke out, Revels re- 
cruited black soldiers for the Union cause and eventually became a 
chaplain in one regiment. After the war he settled in Mississippi and 
entered Republican (q.v.) politics as an alderman in Natchez. In 1870, 
as the state was readmitted to the Union, Revels was elected U.S. sen- 
ator by the state legislature for the short-term seat, the one abandoned 
by Jefferson Davis (q.v.) in 1860. This made Revels the first black 
man to occupy a place in the U.S. Senate in American history. 

The notion of a black man occupying the senatorial position once 
held by the president of the Confederacy caught the imagination of the 
nation and became the subject of a famous Thomas Nast cartoon, play- 
ing upon a line in William Shakespeare’s Othello (‘For that I do sus- 
pect the lusty Moor hath leap’d into my seat: the thought whereof doth 
like a poisonous mineral gnaw at my inwards’), showing Davis (Iago) 
gazing sinisterly upon Revels (Othello) courting the Yankee senators 
(the modern Desdemonas), with the title “Time Works Wonders.” Yet, 
the extremely conservative Revels did little that Davis might not have 
done in the Senate beyond supporting an integrated school system in 
the District of Columbia. He spoke on behalf of the readmission of 
states such as Mississippi into the Union and an increased federal levee 
system. After he stepped down (by prior agreement) at the end of his 
term, Revels became the editor of the Southwestern Christian Advo- 
cate, the president of Alcorn A&M College, and a district superintend- 
ent of the African Methodist Episcopal Church. 


REYNOLDS, JOSEPH J. (1822-1899). A Kentuckian who grew up in 
Indiana, Joseph J. Reynolds graduated from West Point in 1843. He 
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served on the western frontier and in eastern garrison duty with a stint 
as a mathematics instructor at the U.S. Military Academy. In 1857, he 
resigned to teach at Washington University at St. Louis, then went 
home to assist in the family grocery business in Indiana. During the 
war he served with the 10th Indiana Volunteer Infantry and soon rose 
to brigade and division commander in the western theater of the con- 
flict. He was breveted for bravery in the Chattanooga Campaign 
(q.v.) at Chickamauga and Missionary Ridge, where he was chief of 
staff to the Army of the Cumberland (succeeding future president 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. James A. Garfield), and wound up the war com- 
manding the VII Corps in Arkansas. He decided to stay in the service 
after the war and received the colonelcy of the 26th Infantry. By 1867 
and the passage of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), he was in 
charge of the giant subdistrict of the Rio Grande with headquarters at 
Brownsville. 

As senior officer after the District of Texas commander, Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. Charles Griffin (q.v.), Reynolds was in line for the Texas com- 
mand upon Griffin’s death from yellow fever in September 1867. He 
proceeded to make his headquarters at Austin to be closer to the Texas 
state government (e.g., no general preceding him had ever met per- 
sonally with Texas ex-Governor James W. Throckmorton [q.v.]) and 
to be far from the yellow fever that regularly swept towns along the 
Gulf Coast. There was much trepidation among the Texas Republicans 
(q.v.) about Reynolds’s attitudes about Reconstruction and party ne- 
cessities. Griffin had put one of their own men, Elisha M. Pease (q.v.), 
in the governorship and had just begun to clean Democrats (q.v.) out 
of the state executive and courts before his untimely death. 

Republican leaders immediately contacted the general to find out 
his views. To their pleasant surprise, Reynolds indicated he was will- 
ing to work with them on appointments. Of course, there was a price. 
Provisional Governor Pease issued a unique proclamation declaring 
that the state government he represented was solely provisional and 
its authority rested on the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) and any 
orders promulgated by Gen. Reynolds. Reynolds recognized all per- 
sons in office as the current civil government. Most important, Pease 
agreed in writing to accept what would become the Shellabarger- 
Chase Theory of Reconstruction (q.v.), which became the basis for 
the U.S. Supreme Court decision Texas v. White (qq.v.)—that all laws 
and contracts passed since 1861 not in conflict with the results of the 
war were valid. 
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Pease had no time to waste in bickering over Reynolds’s condi- 
tions for supporting the Republican Party. The ideologues would sim- 
ply have to swallow the truth—Reynolds was king of the dung heap. 
Reynolds did not let the party down. Using lists drawn up by Loyal- 
ists since the end of the war and augmented by Griffin before he died, 
Reynolds removed 400 Democrats from office and appointed 436 
Republicans (some positions had been vacant) to county offices. Re- 
publicans had their miracle. They were ensconced in Texas local and 
state government as never before. 

Reynolds now turned to the Texas state constitutional convention. 
The convention was quickly deadlocked over Pease’s acceptance of 
Reynolds’s acceptance of Confederate day-to-day government of the 
state; possible division of the state into loyal white, African Ameri- 
can, and Rebel areas to guarantee Republican control in two of them; 
and disfranchisement of ex-Confederate voters. Upon President 
Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) election under the Republican banner, Pres- 
ident Andrew Johnson (q.v.) struck back. Bvt. Maj. Gen. Edward R. 
S. Canby (q.v.), an expert at getting constitutions out of recalcitrant 
state conventions in the Carolinas, replaced Gen. Reynolds. Canby 
then forced the convention to hammer out a constitution in a second 
convention session. Meanwhile, Reynolds went to Washington to 
greet his old friend, Grant, now the incoming president of the United 
States. Texas Republicans petitioned him to remove Canby after he 
became chief executive. Grant happily complied. 

Reynolds’s return to Texas meant that Moderate Republican Party 
building could continue as before. The Moderate Republicans had put 
forth an electoral ticket including Andrew J. Hamilton (President 
Johnson’s provisional governor back in 1865), which was supported 
by Provisional Governor Pease. It was opposed by a Radical Republi- 
can (q.v.) slate led by convention president Edmund J. Davis (q.v.). 
But Reynolds indicated that there would be a new price for services 
rendered. He wanted to become one of the U.S. senators elected by the 
new state legislature. Hamilton would not agree to the condition. 

Reynolds was not to be put off. He went to Edmund J. Davis and 
the Radicals with the same deal. Davis knew that any election would 
be a close thing given the preponderant white voter registration in 
Texas. So he changed his Radical party platform to accept Reynolds’s 
Moderate philosophy. Then Reynolds wrote to Grant that he had been 
forced to shift his support from Hamilton to Davis because the for- 
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mer was in bed with obstructionist Rebels. Reynolds began to throw 
Hamilton supporters out of office and replace them with Davis men. 
Provisional Governor Pease resigned in a huff. Reynolds assumed the 
governorship himself. When the election showed that the governor’s 
contest hinged on the votes in two counties, Reynolds threw these 
votes out of the tally as tainted and Davis became governor. The Re- 
publicans also managed to win three of the four congressional seats. 

But Reynolds was not through, yet. Acting under the Military Re- 
construction Acts, he appointed all men elected to office ahead of 
time. All had to take the ironclad oath (q.v.). Because of Hamilton’s 
cooperation with the Democrats, many of his supporters who locally 
ran for office and won could not take the oath. Too many had Con- 
federate antecedents. Reynolds appointed Davis-approved men to 
take their places, oftentimes the very men who had lost the election 
to the Hamilton ticket in the first place. Then the state legislature met 
and finished the Reconstruction process by ratifying the Fourteenth 
and Fifteenth Amendments (qq.v.). Next, they considered electing 
U.S. senators. Reynolds was among the front-runners. But newspa- 
pers castigated him statewide for running for office in a body he had 
largely manipulated into office. Ultimately, he withdrew his name. 
Texas rejoined the Union in March 1870, nine years after leaving it. 


RICHMOND CONVENTION (1860). Having met in Richmond, the 
Southern delegates to the Democratic Party’s Charleston Convention 
(qq.v.) (plus some scattered delegates from New York, Pennsylvania, 
and Minnesota) were surprised to see the Northern wing of the party, 
meeting in the Baltimore Convention (q.v.), drive out more Southern 
delegates and the delegations from California and Oregon, too. Op- 
erating through the telegraph system, the delegates at Richmond con- 
tacted the Baltimore rejects and held their own convention. This 
Southern wing of the party nominated for their presidential candidate 
the current vice president, John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) of Kentucky. 
His vice presidential running mate was Joseph Lane of Oregon. They 
offered themselves to the American people in the election of 1860 
(q.v.) on the Alabama platform, which included opening all territories 
to slavery before statehood, strict enforcement of the Fugitive Slave 
Law of the Compromise of 1850 (qq.v.), as interpreted by the US. 
Supreme Court in the case Ableman v. Booth (qq.v.), the acquisition 
of Cuba, and federal aid to a transcontinental railroad. 
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RICHMOND OR OVERLAND CAMPAIGN (1864). In the spring of 
1864, Union President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) finally found the man 
he wanted to win the war. This was Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), 
the victor of Ft. Henry, Ft. Donelson (where he captured his first Con- 
federate army), Shiloh, Vicksburg (where he captured his second 
Confederate army), and Chattanooga (qq.v.). Grant had several qual- 
ities that made him important as a candidate to run the whole war. He 
produced victories; he saw that the enemy armies, not geographical 
locations, were the main goals of his armies; and he understood that, 
under the U.S. political system, civilians set policy, while military 
men merely carried it out. Grant’s critics point out that he won be- 
cause he had never had to fight a first-class Confederate military 
leader such as Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.), and that he, unlike most sol- 
diers, was perfectly willing to sell his soul to become a Republican 
and condone policies that he innately disliked, like emancipation 
(q.v.), procurement corruption, speculation in the field, particularly in 
cotton seizures, by Treasury and War Department agents, and bowing 
to the wants and desires of special interests with whom he held no 
real sympathy. 

But there was a simplicity about Grant that still appeals. He was 
the ordinary American who made good in an unpretentious sort of 
way. He was dogged in going forward, even if he was defeated time 
after time. And he showed a quiet brilliance in his profession of sol- 
diering, particularly evident in the Vicksburg Campaign. He may not 
have fought a man of Lee’s abilities before, but he was willing to do 
the job, learn from his mistakes, and do it until he won. Lincoln knew 
that. And so did Congress, when they confirmed Lincoln’s appoint- 
ment of Grant as lieutenant general in charge of the Union war effort 
on 9 March 1864. 

Grant immediately did something smart. He left Washington and 
all of its politics to the devious hands of Chief of Staff Maj. Gen. 
Henry W. Halleck (q.v.) and took to the field with the Army of the Po- 
tomac. Halleck loved the machinations behind the lines and was good 
at it. Grant did not need that kind of stuff fouling his mind as he plot- 
ted military strategy. Besides, Maj. Gen. George G. Meade (q.v.), the 
victor of Gettysburg, was still in charge of the Army of the Potomac. 
Part of the troops Grant was going to use in his campaign against Lee 
were in Maj. Gen. Ambrose E. Burnside’s (q.v.) IX Corps, and Burn- 
side outranked Meade. Grant’s presence solved any initial command 
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problems, although Burnside eventually revealed himself as willing 
to serve under Meade. 

Grant assigned his crony, Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.), the 
job of crushing the Army of Tennessee and taking Atlanta. He wanted 
to send Maj. Gen. Nathaniel Banks out of Louisiana to capture Mo- 
bile, but politics determined that the Red River Campaign (q.v.) was 
more important. More cotton and more slaves to be liberated. Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Benjamin Butler (q.v.), a political powerhouse but a lousy 
general, took over the Army of the James, to march out on Richmond 
behind Lee in northern Virginia, while another political general, 
Franz Sigel, would subdue Virginia’s breadbasket, the Shenandoah 
Valley. 

On 4 May, Grant crossed the Rappahannock a bit west of where 
Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph Hooker (q.v.) had done the previous year. Like 
Hooker, he had to wait for his supply train, even though his base was 
at Fredericksburg, so he camped with his troops strung out in a north- 
south line (as opposed to the east-west position Hooker had as- 
sumed). He ordered a march through the Wilderness the next morn- 
ing. But Lee was not about to let this opportunity pass. He brought 
his troops in on two east-west roads and slammed into Grant’s 
columns the next morning. 

Once again, Lee used the secondary growth of the Wilderness to 
conceal his smaller numbers. But Grant was not about to allow the 
Confederates to drive him back and deny him the road junctions he 
held. His men began to fortify their lines, a process both sides would 
employ more and more, until the last year of the Civil War would be- 
gin to represent the trench warfare of the Western Front in World 
War I. 

For the next two days, Lee and Grant slugged it out in the Wilder- 
ness, with Lee driving back a Federal counterattack, and smashing 
Grant’s right flank in an attack that petered out in the dark of the sec- 
ond day. The woods caught fire, and many of the seriously wounded 
burned to death. Grant lost 17,500 while Lee suffered an estimated 
8,000 casualties. Lee had given Grant as thorough a drubbing as he 
had every other opponent he had faced. Both sides lost numerous 
generals to enemy and friendly fire. Lee lost Lt. Gen. James 
Longstreet (q.v.) for most of the rest of the war. 

By the end of 6 May, Grant decided to break off contact. To 
achieve this he would have to pull back to the east. Men on both sides 
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figured that Lee had won another fight, the Yankees would retreat, 
lick their wounds, fire Grant, and try again. But then something un- 
expected happened. Instead of retreating to Fredericksburg and cross- 
ing the river, Union troops began to turn south again. Grant was not 
calling it quits. He was still advancing. The Federals began to cheer. 
They knew that Grant had just won the war. Deep in his heart, Lee 
knew it, too. Grant could take the constant battering of daily combat. 
He could replace all losses. Lee could not. He needed the respite that 
every Union general before Grant had always allowed his army. He 
would not get it again. 

The next road junction of importance was Spotsylvania Court 
House. Grant marched hard, but Lee beat him to it. Meade groused 
that the problem was that Union cavalry had held up the infantry. 
Grant’s cavalry commander, Bvt. Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.), 
said if he were given his head he would go out and beat his Confed- 
erate counterpart. Grant told him to do it. Sheridan immediately 
pulled his men out of line and headed for Richmond. At Yellow Tav- 
ern outside of Richmond, Sheridan beat back Maj. Gen. J. E. B. Stu- 
art’s (q.v.) Southern horsemen, killing Stuart in the process. 

Back at Spotsylvania, once again, the trenches went up. For the 
next two weeks, the war got even nastier. As Grant brought his men 
up to Spotsylvania, Lee lengthened his entrenchments until they rep- 
resented a sort of half circle. On 9 May, Grant tried unsuccessfully to 
go around Lee’s left flank. On 10 May, Grant sent in troops from the 
II and V Corps in a mass attack that actually penetrated the Confed- 
erate line before dusk ended the action. 

But the tactic of massed column assault as opposed to the usual 
line attack offered intriguing possibilities. On 12 May, Grant massed 
his VI Corps opposite a near-90-degree bend in Lee’s line, called var- 
iously “the Salient” or “the Muleshoe.” The attack went forward sud- 
denly in a driving rain at dawn and penetrated Lee’s line once again. 
Two thousand men and twenty guns were taken. The whole Confed- 
erate position seemed threatened. But the Confederates rallied and, 
for the rest of the day, men stood face to face killing each other with 
knives, guns, bayonets, and fists. Forever after, this spot was known 
as “the Bloody Angle.” 

The rain continued for a week, seriously hampering operations by 
either side. Finally, Lee began to move his line southward, feeling 
Grant was doing the same. Lee attacked the far northern flank of the 
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Union army at Harris’s Farm to confirm his suspicions. Grant prom- 
ised Lincoln that he would keep up his “relentless hammering” of 
Lee “along this line, if it takes all summer.” Then he and his men set 
off to do just that, headed for the North Anna River crossings, around 
Lee’s right, once again. To keep his supply lines short, he shifted his 
supply base to Port Royal. If he could get to Hanover Junction be- 
yond the North Anna, he would cut Lee’s supply and communication 
line to Richmond. 

But Lee realized what Grant was up to. He got to Hanover Junc- 
tion first. Grant tried to cross the river above and below Lee, splitting 
his force. Lee attacked the northern crossing, but his illness and the 
constant losses of officers and men caused the chance to be lost 
(23-27 May). Meanwhile, Maj. Gen. John C. Breckinridge’s (q.v.) 
Confederate victory over Sigel at New Market in the Shenandoah 
Valley (15 May), most notable because cadets from the Virginia Mil- 
itary Academy successfully took a Yankee battery, allowed Lee to be 
reinforced by two divisions. 

Grant did not waste any time. Pulling out of the North Anna trap, 
he shifted to Totopotomy Creek. Lee was waiting for him, both flanks 
secured in the swamps along the creek. Grant probed the Confeder- 
ate lines, but wisely decided against an attack. Instead, he marched 
around Lee’s right to Cold Harbor. Grant was near Richmond on the 
Chickahominy, near the site of the old Gaines’ Mill battle during the 
Seven Days Campaign of 1862 (q.v.). 

Meanwhile, as with the Shenandoah, Grant’s other secondary ef- 
fort by Gen. Butler to attack Richmond from Lee’s rear up the James 
River had failed at Drewry’s Bluff (q.v.), after which the uninspired 
Butler and his men were bottled up in a loop of the James River at the 
Bermuda Hundred south of the Confederate capital (12-16 May). 
Grant decided to take some of Butler’s wasted men and use them to 
reinforce his own army and deal Lee a death blow at Cold Harbor. As 
usual, Lee had beaten the Army of the Potomac into position and was 
awaiting Grant’s attack. On 3 June, Grant sent in his men. They out- 
numbered Lee’s by two to one. 

In less than a half hour 7,000 Yankees had been shot down. Lee 
lost 1,500. The actual advance probably did not last eight minutes. It 
was the largest loss of men in the shortest time during the war. Grant 
called it the only assault he ever regretted making. As Grant counted 
up his losses, he found that the past month had cost the Army of the 
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Potomac 50,000 men. Lee had lost 32,000. Cold Harbor would prove 
to be Lee’s last great victory. Although he had lost nearly every bat- 
tle and maneuver, Grant had Lee at last right where he wanted him, 
cornered in the defenses around Richmond. It was time to cross the 
James River and strike at their weakest point, in what would be the 
Petersburg siege (q.v.). 


RIFLE CLUBS. Groups of armed white gunmen who intimidated 
black and white Republicans (q.v.) at elections in the mid-1870s, shot 
rival candidates and their supporters, and watched the polls to limit 
opposition voting. They often disguised their intent through ludicrous 
titles like Sewing Clubs, Mounted Baseball Clubs, or Mother’s Little 
Helpers to stay within the bounds of federal and state law. 


RIFLED MUSKET. See LOAD-IN-NINE-TIMES. 


RINGGOLD GAP, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


RISING SUN, KNIGHTS OF THE. This group was a Texas version 
of the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.). 


ROBESON, GEORGE M. See NAVY CONTRACTS SCANDAL. 
ROCKY FACE RIDGE, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


ROSECRANS, WILLIAM S. (1819-1898). From Ohio, William S. 
Rosecrans graduated from West Point in 1842, in the top 10 percent 
of his class. He served as a military engineer for a couple of years be- 
fore he returned to the U.S. Military Academy to teach engineering. 
He taught and then worked on more fortifications on the East Coast, 
missing out on the War with Mexico. He resigned his commission in 
1854 to become an architect, engineer, and a refiner of coal and oil. 
In 1861, he volunteered to help organize Ohio volunteers for the Civil 
War. He was a part of the occupation of western Virginia and was in- 
strumental in winning several early battles, the credit for which went 
to his superior, Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.). 

After serving as part of the occupying force in what was to become 
West Virginia, Rosecrans was sent to command the Army of Missis- 
sippi, where he fought the Battles of Iuka and Corinth (qq.v.), and ar- 
gued with Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) over the results. They be- 
came lifelong enemies. Rosecrans was transferred to the Army of the 
Cumberland and finished off the Perryville Campaign with the inde- 
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cisive Battle at Stones River (qq.v.), for which, nonetheless, he re- 
ceived the thanks of Congress. The following spring, he initiated the 
Chattanooga Campaign (q.v.) with a near-bloodless maneuvering of 
the Confederates out of Tennessee, taking Chattanooga in the 
process. Then Rosecrans overextended his lines, which led to his dis- 
astrous defeat at Chickamauga. 

Besieged in Chattanooga, Rosecrans was replaced when Grant ar- 
rived to save the day. Exiled to Missouri, Rosecrans drove back be- 
lated Rebel attempts to retake the state. He retired to Cincinnati and 
was made U.S. minister to Mexico in 1868. He served many years 
until he retired to California, where he engaged in ranching as well as 
being a congressman. In the late 1880s he was register of the treas- 
ury, and his signature was on the bills printed in that period. He died 
near Redondo in 1898. 


RUBY, GEORGE (1841-1882). Born in New York City, George Ruby 
maintained that his father was a wealthy white man, but reality points 
to his parents being Ebenezer and Jemima Ruby, his father a black 
clergyman and farmer who raised George in Portland, Maine. Ruby 
grew up receiving a fairly good local school education, but although 
racial discrimination was not a standard practice in Maine, there was 
enough to demonstrate to Ruby what being black in America could 
mean. In 1860, Ruby moved to Boston and became involved in a 
Haitian immigration project that was to show the world that blacks 
from the United States could manage on their own. Ruby went to 
Haiti to report on the group’s progress, but the scheme turned out to 
be a failure. Ruby became a teacher in St. Bernard Parish, in occu- 
pied Louisiana. He then went over to the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.). 

In September 1866, as Louisiana schools were plagued with finan- 
cial problems, Ruby followed many other teachers to a new, more 
promising field in Texas. Ruby worked in Galveston and the sur- 
rounding area. He soon had established himself as a good teacher and 
a man of integrity, even among local whites. In 1867, Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
Charles Griffin (q.v.) hired Ruby as a Freedmen’s Bureau inspector 
with his primary responsibility being education. He also organized 
black temperance societies as he traveled about the state, extending 
his influence considerably. With the passage of the Military Recon- 
struction Acts (q.v.), however, Ruby began to look for a better way to 
help his people—he would become a politician and help write the 
constitution and laws of the entire state. Ruby returned to Galveston 
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to organize the Union Loyal League (q.v.), a Republican (q.v.) polit- 
ical front. 

In the autumn of 1867, Ruby announced his candidacy for a dele- 
gate’s position at the state convention, and won with Union League 
support. When Ruby arrived in Austin for the convention, he was 
elected convention vice president, the first recognition of his talents. 
After his election, Ruby worked to advance his program of black ed- 
ucation, economic development, and legal protection through the 
curbing of violence. 

The convention failure to either divide the state or disfranchise 
whites meant that the state would have a majority of white voters, 
most of whom were quite hostile to black aspirations as free persons. 
Ruby sided with twenty-two other delegates to defeat the constitution. 
As such, he became allied with the Radical Republicans led by E. J. 
Davis (qq.v.). Ruby asked Davis to delay the election to allow him to 
mobilize the league and announced his desire to run for state senator 
from Galveston and several cotton counties to the southwest. Davis 
appealed to the state military commander, Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph J. 
Reynolds (q.v.), for backing with the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) adminis- 
tration. Reynolds got Grant to delay the election and allow him to 
make numerous appointments to office to assist the Davis ticket dur- 
ing the election. Ruby ran on the Davis ticket and won his seat. 

Meanwhile, the whites were becoming more organized against the 
Davis regime and his backers like Ruby. Local elections proved that 
most whites had not voted in 1870 and that the Democrats (q.v.) were 
going to carry Ruby’s district and eventually the whole state. He de- 
cided to back a white Republican for his senate seat and, although lo- 
cal blacks wanted him to run for the house seat from Galveston, Ruby 
recognized the inevitable defeat and refused to enter the race. After 
the election, Ruby moved to New Orleans, where racial conditions 
were a bit more to his liking. But Ruby’s influence as a black leader 
of the late nineteenth century was cut short when he died in New Or- 
leans of a malarial attack at age forty-one. 


Gis 


SABINE CROSSROADS, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER CAM- 
PAIGN. 
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SALARY GRAB ACT (1873). Since the executive departments during 
the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration were cleaning up, corruption- 
wise, Congress wanted in on the public largesse, too. Their scheme was 
a measure that came to be called the Salary Grab Act. With the ap- 
proaching centennial of the American Revolution, executive salaries be- 
came an issue. The president was still paid the same $25,000 that 
George Washington had received. The public sentiment was about 
evenly divided between those who thought that the office was worth 
twice as much as President Grant was paid, and those who said that 
Grant ought to live more simply. There had been many efforts to raise 
the executive salary, but all had failed in the more parsimonious times 
preceding Reconstruction. 

The usual attempt to raise executive salaries would have had a sim- 
ilar fate in 1873, but for the imaginative intervention of Congressman 
Benjamin Butler (q.v.) of Massachusetts. There was money to be 
made from the sentiment that the president needed a salary hike, But- 
ler knew. So he amended the bill to give Grant a salary increase to 
$50,000 annually, the vice president, Supreme Court (q.v.) justices, 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives to $10,000, and 
members of Congress to $7,500. 

Then came the kicker—all salaries were to be retroactive back to 
1871. Even the by now numb American public was outraged. The 
1874 election (q.v.) returned a large number of Democrats (q.v.) to 
Congress, and they promptly lowered only the congressional salaries. 
But some instigators amended the bill to cut Grant’s salary, too. He 
vetoed the measure, which made the whole salary grab look like 
something he had been in cahoots with. He was not, but the raise was 
the only reason that the president did not leave office in great debt. 


SALEM CHURCH, BATTLE OF. See CHANCELLORSVILLE, 
BATTLE OF. 


SANBORN, JOHN D. See WHISKEY RING SCANDAL. 
SANITARY COMMISSIONS. See U.S. SANITARY COMMISSION. 


SAN DOMINGO SCANDAL. Right on the heels of the Gold Scandal 
(q.v.) was the San Domingo affair. Comprising the eastern two-thirds 
of the Caribbean island of Hispaniola, San Domingo (the present-day 
Dominican Republic) was the site of one of Christopher Columbus’s 
original settlements in the new world. It had as its ruler in the late 
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1860s one Buenaventura Baez, a corrupt dictator who stopped at 
nothing where money was concerned. One day he got the bright idea 
that he could sell his impoverished country to the United States. The 
Americans had always evidenced a great interest in the Caribbean, 
especially before the Civil War when the Greater Antilles were part 
of the Golden Circle that would extend Southern slavery and Ameri- 
can democracy into the Gulf, as represented by the Ostend Manifesto 
(q.v.). Although the Americans seemed more interested in Cuba, Baez 
believed that with the proper prompting their interest could be shifted 
to his island. After all, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) had tried to set up 
colonies of freed American slaves off the north coast during the re- 
cent Civil War at L’Ile 4 Vache (q.v.). 

So Baez sent word to the U.S. government that the Dominicans 
were ready for annexation at the proper price. President Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) was interested because San Domingo was strategically 
located athwart some of the world’s busiest shipping lanes and 
promised a direct link to the Isthmus of Panama. Grant also won- 
dered if Lincoln had not been right about the need to colonize 
African Americans abroad as the only way for them to truly achieve 
racial justice. San Domingo was big enough for three or four states 
for them. But then he blew it. Instead of sending a Department of 
State envoy to work out the details, Grant sent down his wartime 
aide-de-camp and now presidential assistant, Orville Babcock. Now 
Babcock was sort of a North American version of Baez when it came 
to monetary items—an expert at getting the fast buck. He also had a 
glib tongue as far as Grant was concerned. The president instinc- 
tively trusted him. Babcock drew up a favorable treaty (from the 
standpoint of his and Baez’s greed), brought in the U.S. Navy to ad- 
vance Baez’s interests against his more democratic opponents, and 
even sent American military supplies to Baez’s forces in their do- 
mestic civil war. 

If the treaty were to be approved in the U.S. Senate (it needed a 
two-thirds vote), it had to get a favorable review in the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee. Its chairman was none other than one of the great 
moralists and antislavery men of his day, Senator Charles Sumner 
(q.v.) of Massachusetts. Since much of the population of San 
Domingo was black, Sumner was going to safeguard their rights as 
fully as he did those of African Americans at home. Grant went over 
in person to plug the treaty, and when Sumner asked questions that 
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Grant could not answer, he volunteered to send Babcock over to sort 
it all out. Sumner soon saw through Babcock’s machinations and was 
horrified at the clipping that the U.S. government was about to take. 
Sumner recommended that the Senate turn the deal down, which it 
promptly did. 

Grant was furious. As Sumner and Grant carped about loyalty and 
morality (topics that Sumner had few peers in arguing), the public 
mistakenly got the notion that Grant had endorsed all of Babcock’s 
crookedness and, indeed, had encouraged it from the start. The pres- 
ident had not, but he evidenced a great gullibility and a willingness 
to attach his reputation to lesser mortals who did not deserve his sup- 
port. 


SAVAGE’S STATION, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAM- 
PAIGN. 


SAVAGE’S STATION LETTER. Written by Maj. Gen. George B. 
McClellan (q.v.) to President Abraham Lincoln and Secretary of War 
Edwin McM. Stanton (qq.v.) after the Battle of Gaines’ Mill during 
the Seven Days Campaign (q.v.), this letter accused the administra- 
tion of abandoning McClellan and his army to fight it out with the 
Rebels without any support. McClellan was especially angry that he 
had not received the 10,000 reinforcements from Fredericksburg, re- 
cently placed under the command of Maj. Gen. John Pope (q.v.) at 
Washington. McClellan said things like “the government has not sus- 
tained this army” and “if I save this army now, I tell you [Stanton] 
plainly that I owe no thanks to you or any other persons in Washing- 
ton. You have done your best to sacrifice this army.” The army teleg- 
rapher cut the last sentence off, and Stanton did not see it until 
months later, but the damage to relations between McClellan and his 
superiors was terminal. 


SAYLER’S CREEK, BATTLE OF, See APPOMATTOX CAMPAIGN. 


SCALAWAGS. The Scalawag was the native white Southerner who 
supported Reconstruction and the Republican Party (q.v.). They in- 
cluded obstructionist Union and Confederate deserter elements of 
the Civil War and those former Confederates who for whatever rea- 
son believed that Reconstruction meant the dawn of a new day in the 
South. But it was the brand of a “traitor.” According to the legend, 
these whites turned against those of their own race and background 
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to support the carpetbaggers (q.v.), soldiers, and African Americans 
who brought about the changes incipient in the Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.)—essentially the social, economic, and political 
equality of blacks no longer enslaved. Scalawags were labeled low- 
born white trash, who backed corrupt government, unprecedented 
self-aggrandizement, and Yankee military rule. While there might be 
compassion for the position of newly freed African Americans and 
some understanding of the carpetbagger’s (q.v.) role as an outsider, 
the Scalawag received nothing but condemnation and hatred. No 
wonder. In the end, it would be shocking to see how much of Re- 
construction relied on the Scalawags, the native white Southerners. 
The term is so well ingrained in the tale of Reconstruction that even 
modern historians, who find it reprehensible, confess themselves 
compelled to use it despite its pejorative context, the term “native 
white” not being powerful enough to replace it. 

Although potential Scalawags could be found early on in the pro- 
Union areas of each Southern state, there was more to it than that. 
Unionism could not account for the numerous white Republican vot- 
ers present in all states during Reconstruction, particularly in the 
Deep South. Beginning with World War II historians began to look 
deeper into the makeup of Scalawag ranks, and they came up with 
some surprising results. Scalawags were not poorer whites but mem- 
bers of the respected prewar upper classes. The common thread 
among such men was their support of the antebellum Whig Party 
(q.v.), the nationalists once led by Henry Clay of Kentucky, who were 
in favor of strong federal actions on behalf of business and agricul- 
ture, including high protective tariffs, internal improvements (build- 
ing roads, canals, and railroads), and a national banking system. That 
is to say, they were adherents of a party that had contributed much to 
the philosophy of the Republican Party’s domestic program passed 
during the Civil War (both Abraham Lincoln and William H. Seward 
[qq.v.], among other Republicans, being former Whigs). All things 
considered, Whigs were natural Republicans because they could 
swallow the liberation of the slaves, had no fear of their social con- 
tamination (any more than they feared the common white socially), 
and liked the Republicans’ notions of rebuilding America through 
federal aid and coordination. 

But by the 1960s the Whig thesis of Scalawag identification came 
under fire. It seemed most persuasive for North Carolina and Ten- 
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nessee, but its application elsewhere was questionable. Indeed, most 
of the Scalawag voters seemed to come from hilly, remote, and less 
prosperous areas of the South, but areas that were full of mineral and 
timber resources and the water power to utilize them if properly de- 
veloped. Scalawag voters were small farmers, who had little in com- 
mon with slavery and slaveholders and could swallow the black vote 
because it did not exist in their home counties. These people had been 
Jacksonian Democrats before the war. They believed in equality and 
reform. The Whig counties from before the war went Republican 
only if they had Appalachian highlanders or lots of African Ameri- 
cans from slavery days who voted Republican. It was the white, es- 
sentially nonslaveholding farmers of the Piedmont region in the 
foothills of the Appalachian Mountains who were Scalawags. These 
people had for generations been angry with the way slaveholders 
dominated state politics. During the war many had dodged the draft, 
deserted the Confederate army, and even fought against the Confed- 
eracy. 

If so many white Southerners were voting Republican by 1872, 
what caused this vote to disappear and go over to the opposition 
within four short years? The loss of the Scalawag vote to Republicans 
throughout the South became a vital reason Reconstruction failed. 
Carpetbaggers and blacks alike seemed to see that Southern whites 
were but temporary Republicans at best, ready to drift away from the 
party at the first sign of trouble, especially when their opponents 
made an appeal to race. And Southern whites felt this distrust, espe- 
cially when it resulted in adverse economic policy that favored the 
North. They considered it unmanly and unfair, and eventually joined 
the Redeemers (q.v.), driven away by the complications of too many 
interests, few of which were their own. Reconstruction is the most 
difficult period of American history to understand and nowhere is it 
better shown than in the ins and outs of being a Scalawag. 


SCHENCK SCANDAL. With President Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) War 
and Navy Departments picking up their share of graft, minor func- 
tionaries in the Department of State also wished to get in on the act. 
But Secretary Hamilton Fish (q.v.) was too honest to let that happen. 
There was one problem, however. Fish could not regulate the over- 
seas appointments as they were a presidential perk. The American 
minister to the Court at St. James was Robert Schenck. A mediocre 
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general under the command of men fully as incapable as he, he ran 
afoul of Confederate genius Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson (q.v.) in 
the 1862 First Shenandoah Valley Campaign (q.v.). After that deba- 
cle, Schenck resigned and went to Congress, where his talents might 
better be utilized. His one piece of real fame was that he was reputed 
to have introduced draw poker to the British upper crust. He also 
wrote a manual of play, which entitled him to the sobriquet “Amer- 
ica’s Literary Ambassador.” Finally, not wishing to leave his British 
friends out of North America’s real institution of gambling, the 
“Great Barbecue,” he introduced them to the challenge of American 
corporate finance. Schenck circulated and sold stocks in the Emma 
Silver Mine. Since he was a secret member of the board of directors 
in addition to being American minister, he learned of the mine’s de- 
mise weeks before the news became public in Great Britain. 
Quickly, Schenck unloaded all of his own stock at a profit to his 
British friends. The whole thing eventually went public and the 
British sent him home in disgrace. Under pressure, Schenck had to 
resign—a rich man. 


SCHOFIELD, JOHN M. (1831-1906). Born in New York state, John 
M. Schofield graduated at West Point in 1853, seventh in a class of 
fifty-two. He served in Florida and taught philosophy at the U.S. Mil- 
itary Academy until 1860, when he received a leave to teach physics 
at Washington University in St. Louis. When the war began, he be- 
came chief of staff to Bvt. Brig. Gen. Nathaniel Lyon’s small loyal 
army and fought at the Battle of Wilson’s Creek (q.v.). Schofield was 
elevated to brevet brigadier general of volunteers shortly after and 
put in charge successively of the Military District of Missouri, the 
Military District of Southwest Missouri, and the Army of the Fron- 
tier. By 1864, Schofield had served in numerous command areas but 
had managed to miss every major battle. 

In the spring if 1864, however, he received command of the small 
Army of the Ohio (actually the XXIII Corps) in Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
William T. Sherman’s (q.v.) advance on Atlanta. Schofield’s corps 
was involved in every major fight on the road to Atlanta (q.v.), often 
being used as the maneuver or reserve element as Sherman tried to 
fix the Confederate army with rest of his force. After the taking of At- 
lanta, Schofield’s units went back to Tennessee. There Schofield was 
nearly cut off from Nashville (q.v.) by a quick advance of the Con- 
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federates under Lt. Gen. John B. Hood (q.v.). But Schofield managed 
to extricate his force by a quick march past the Rebels at Spring Hill 
into the fortified town of Franklin, where he stung Hood’s attacking 
forces in a fight that cost the South five generals in an ill-advised 
charge across two miles of open ground that made Pickett’s charge at 
Gettysburg pale by comparison. Schofield then withdrew to 
Nashville followed by Hood. At Nashville, Schofield was a part of 
the final attack that destroyed Hood’s army in one of the truly deci- 
sive battles of the war. In 1865, Schofield was transferred to North 
Carolina and was in on the surrender of the Confederacy’s second 
biggest force at Durham Station (q.v.) to Gen. Sherman. Schofield re- 
ceived a regular army brigadier generalship for his war service and 
later was voted the Medal of Honor for saving the Union army at Wil- 
son’s Creek. 

After the Rebel surrender, Schofield was put in charge of the Mil- 
itary District of North Carolina. Having had much administrative and 
battlefield experience in the South, he was convinced that moderation 
was the only way in which a lasting peace might be constructed out 
of the throes of the war. Schofield’s feelings were expressed in a let- 
ter to Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) on May 1865. Schofield never 
got a chance to put his plan into operation because he was sent to Eu- 
rope to convince France to pull its troops out of Mexico and abandon 
the usurping government of the emperor Maximilian (q.v.). 

When he returned, he was assigned to command the Department of 
the Potomac, which included Virginia. Schofield fit in well with the 
army’s approach to early Reconstruction. Although he was privately 
against the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), to refuse it, said Schofield, 
would merely lead to harsher conditions for readmission. Virginia 
failed to heed his advice. The result was the Military Reconstruction 
Acts (q.v.) within a year. Schofield took over the First Military Dis- 
trict, composed solely of Virginia, on 13 March 1867. 

Schofield’s first order as military district commander continued 
the existing government in operation. He would make changes as 
circumstances demanded. Although the state objected to military 
rule as a philosophical question, it accepted Schofield as better than 
most commanders. He refused to let any armed group of any color 
patrol the roads and streets—that was a job for the army alone. He 
was willing to deploy force to guarantee the African Americans the 
right to vote. He warned newspaper editors that he would not allow 
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irresponsible baiting of the Reconstruction process. He refused to 
permit speeches by known crowd manipulators trying to incite riot 
and dissension. But in all cases he allowed the act to take place be- 
fore moving against it. Whenever a civil office turned up vacant, 
Schofield appointed a new man in consultation with local leaders. 
He made few removals. 

When it came to registration, Schofield had each three-man board 
made up of one U.S. Army or Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) officer and 
two local loyal citizens. Each board had a committee of three whites 
and three blacks to challenge the enrollment of any voter. Any chal- 
lenge had to be for a real cause that was written down. Schofield di- 
vided Virginia into seven subdistricts, each with its own six or eight 
sitting military commissioners, granting the commissioners complete 
judicial authority to act when civil officials refused. Recalcitrant of- 
ficials would be removed from office and replaced by men who 
would act. But Schofield used the removal power sparingly, prefer- 
ring to cajole cooperation. 

Schofield then drew up new districts from which delegates would 
be selected to the state constitutional convention. Shocked at the 
Radical nature of the convention delegates, whites called their own 
convention to rally those opposed to any constitution. Schofield 
wrote Gen. Grant that he feared that a Radical victory would brand 
the Republican Party (q.v.) for decades as the party of the extreme. 
He hoped that a second convention might produce a more conserva- 
tive constitution with full white participation this time. Meanwhile, 
Schofield suspended all elections. His cautious course got him in a 
lot of trouble from the state’s Radical Republicans (q.v.), who 
wanted the patronage that offices would offer. Schofield then acted 
to make the one removal he had wanted to make for almost a year. 
This was of the governor, Francis Pierpont, who had been pardoning 
blacks convicted by state courts, which in turn had been supervised 
by Schofield’s military commissions. Schofield once thought of tak- 
ing over the office of governor himself, but instead put Henry H. 
Wells, a Vermont carpetbagger (q.v.) in Pierpont’s place. He ration- 
alized this bit of philosophical inconsistency by stating that Pierpont 
was limited to one term by state law whereas other continuing offi- 
cials were not. 

Then Schofield exercised the right Grant gave him to clean out 
current officeholders when he found conservative men to fill the of- 
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fices. It was an arduous task. Schofield had removed incumbents and 
filled nearly 500 offices by May 1868, but he feared that he was run- 
ning out of qualified men of a moderate to conservative turn of mind 
on Reconstruction. But he never had to solve that problem as he was 
made secretary of war upon the failure to impeach President Andrew 
Johnson (qq.v.). 

After the expiration of Johnson’s presidency, Schofield served in 
various departmental command slots and was superintendent at West 
Point. In 1896, the grade of lieutenant general, which had expired 
upon the death of Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.) in the late 1880s, was re- 
created for him as an honor for his faithful service. Virginia’s repre- 
sentatives and senators spoke on his behalf during the hearings on 
his appointment, fondly remembering his moderate course during 
Reconstruction. He retired within the year, published his memoirs a 
year after that, and died nearly a decade later at St. Augustine, 
Florida. 


SCHURZ, CARL (1829-1906). Carl Schurz was born near Cologne, 
Germany. A highly educated man, Schurz was a doctoral student at 
the University of Bonn, when he got involved in the unsuccessful 
democratic Revolution of 1848. Fleeing to Switzerland, he returned 
to Germany to rescue one of his college professors from a life im- 
prisonment. The two fled to Britain, the country of choice for revo- 
lutionaries at that time. He found the United States offered more 
promise than Great Britain or his homeland and emigrated in 1852, 
eventually settling in Wisconsin. He became active in the new Re- 
publican Party (q.v.), helped organize it in the hinterlands, and be- 
came a strong antislavery (q.v.) advocate. He studied law and was 
admitted to the bar in 1858. 

Intrigued by the Lincoln-Douglas Debates (q.v.), Schurz sup- 
ported Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) nomination for the presidency as a 
state delegate to the 1860 Republican convention. Lincoln appointed 
him as U.S. minister to Spain, but Schurz returned to the United 
States after a matter of months to fight for the cause of abolition. He 
was then made brigadier general and commanded German American 
troops in the II Corps of the Army of Virginia during the Second 
Manassas Campaign (q.v.). He was a part of the XI Corps during the 
Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.), suffering its embarrassing rout 
at the hands of Confederate Lt. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson 
(q.v.). Promoted to major general, Schurz tried to get his men 
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cleared of cowardice but failed. He fought in the Pennsylvania Cam- 
paign and the Chattanooga Campaign (qq.v.). 

When the XI and XII Corps were combined into the XX Corps, 
Schurz asked to be relieved and went home to work for emancipation 
(q.v.) and Lincoln’s renomination and reelection in 1864 (q.v.). After 
a brief return to the army in 1865, Schurz toured the defeated South 
and made a report on the Southerners’ attitudes and conditions for 
President Andrew Johnson (q.v.). He became a newspaperman and 
worked as a reporter and editor in the German-language press. An op- 
ponent of the scandals of President Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) admin- 
istration, he was U.S. senator from Missouri and sided with the Lib- 
eral Republican (q.v.) movement in 1872. He supported Rutherford 
B. Hayes’s (q.v.) policy of reconciliation with the South in 1876 and 
served as his secretary of the interior. 

In 1881, Schurz retired to New York City and reentered the news- 
paper world, where he spoke out on behalf of civil service reform 
(q.v.). He wrote several books, including a history of Henry Clay, an 
essay on Lincoln, and his own memoirs. 


SCOTT, ROBERT K. (1826-1900). A Freedmen’s Bureau agent and 
carpetbag (qq.v.) governor in South Carolina, Robert K. Scott was a 
Pennsylvanian by birth. At sixteen, he set out for Ohio, where he 
studied and practiced medicine. After fighting in the War with Mex- 
ico, he followed the lure of gold to California, where he prospected 
and reestablished his practice. But failing to strike it rich he returned 
to Ohio. Here he became quite prosperous as a physician and sur- 
geon. With the advent of the Civil War he joined the 68th Ohio Vol- 
unteers as a major. He fought in most of the campaigns in the west- 
erm theater of the war, being promoted to brigade leader for his 
actions at Vicksburg (q.v.). Captured outside of Atlanta (q.v.), Scott 
tried to escape by jumping from a moving railroad prison car. He hurt 
his back and was recaptured. Later exchanged, he made the campaign 
from Atlanta to the sea and through the Carolinas (q.v.). He wound 
up the war with the rank of brevet major general and an opium drug 
habit (very common among injured Civil War soldiers and usually re- 
vealed by the use of laudanum, a morphine and whiskey mixture), 
courtesy of his everlasting back trouble. 

After the Confederate surrender, Scott received the assignment of 
assistant commissioner of the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) in South Car- 
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olina. His job was to reconcile the freedmen with their former mas- 
ters and gain for the African American an equal place in American so- 
ciety. His worst task was to examine the titles of over 40,000 blacks 
in families to lands that they had supposedly bought. Scott and his 
agents could prove actual title for the families of only 1,565 men, 
women, and children. The rest went back to their original Rebel own- 
ers under President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) pardon policy or were 
fraudulent from the outset, having been sold by dishonest federal 
agents. Scott then proceeded to supervise the labor contracting 
process for the year of 1866. He was a fairly decent man in his ap- 
proach, often liberalizing the terms that his agents agreed to by seek- 
ing the illusive ideals of black equality and freedom. 

As Military Reconstruction (q.v.) approached in 1867, Scott bus- 
ied himself with his bureau responsibilities and the ordering of his 
large landholdings in Ohio and Michigan (he was worth over 
$300,000 at that time). He also sought loans and investments from 
Northerners to help alleviate the constant near-starvation among 
African Americans in South Carolina. Scott had already declined an 
attempt to put his name up on the Republican (q.v.) ticket for gover- 
nor, but prominent South Carolinians of all colors and _ political 
philosophies urged him to reconsider. The state convention nomi- 
nated him over his protests. Once he decided to accept the nomina- 
tion, he immediately changed his mind about bureau political med- 
dling. He expected all of his agents to turn out a big black vote for 
him, and he easily won the election. And the heretofore friendly atti- 
tude of whites toward Scott began to change for the worse as the 
prospect of “Negro rule” became evident. 

Scott arrived in Columbia with a national reputation as the best 
among the carpetbag governors elected in 1868 reconstructed South. 
He was viewed as well educated, a man of property, and reasonable 
in race matters. Scott began his administration by asking that all po- 
litical disabilities against Confederates be removed. He approved of 
the end of the Freedmen’s Bureau, asked that the federal government 
remove the occupying troops, and called for segregated public 
schools. 

The Scott administration opened with much hope for a successful 
run but it soon degenerated into a farce, and most of it had little to do 
with white opposition. As governor, Scott was more typically South 
Carolinian than might be expected. He shared a longtime dream of 
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state politicians from the days of John C. Calhoun—the idea of a rail- 
road from Charleston to Cincinnati and Memphis. Scott was a real es- 
tate agent himsel,f and along with several high-ranking Republicans, 
overinvested the state in rights-of-way and other lands, the latter of 
which were to be sold to freedmen. Some of the exorbitant prices 
paid were pocketed by politicians on the government boards that su- 
pervised these dealings. The Great Barbecue had arrived in South 
Carolina and the governor and a lot of his friends cashed in. 

The main impediment to the overthrow of Reconstruction was that 
black voters outnumbered white voters by some 30,000. In an honest 
election, the Republicans should always win. But the more radical 
blacks and more moderate whites threatened to splinter off from the 
party. This was balanced by the fact that many Democrats (q.v.) were 
willing to cooperate with Republicans if the party did not become too 
radical. These Democrats were led by James L. Orr, a Confederate 
war hero, who believed that the only way to appease the blacks was 
to become a Republican. Orr’s defection confused the Democrats 
greatly. The result was a sort of balancing act in which Scott stood 
with the blacks and managed to get himself reelected and send three 
of his four congressional candidates to Washington. 

After the 1870 congressional election, Scott faced two more prob- 
lems. In the white up-country, the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.) began to ride 
again, disgusted with Orr’s compromising and taking revenge on 
those who had voted Republican or were members of the state mili- 
tia. In the low country, led by state Attorney General Daniel H. 
Chamberlain (q.v.), planters and businessmen protested the higher 
taxes the spendthrift government cost them. Republican moderates 
and Fusion Democrats such as Orr begged Scott to turn on his black 
backers, on whom all of the blame for the fraud of Scott’s cronies 
could be laid. Scott refused. He was investigated by a taxpayers’ con- 
vention, but nothing could be proved against Scott personally. Mean- 
while, Scott worked with the federal government, which appointed 
special prosecutors and sent in the U.S. Army to arrest and check the 
Klan excesses. By the end of 1871, an uneasy peace reigned. 

Still, the problem of corruption haunted the Republican Party. 
Everyone knew it existed; the question was who was behind it and 
how much did Governor Scott know about it. In December 1871, 
Scott maintained his own innocence. But the legislature refused to 
buy Scott’s assertions. Members of his own party, angry at political 
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patronage snubs, joined with Democrats to introduce a resolution of 
impeachment. The goal was to filibuster for the rest of the session 
and then let Scott face the voters with the suspicion unanswered in 
1872. But Scott canceled a debt owed him by the speaker of the 
house, Franklin J. Moses Jr., a Scalawag (qq.v.), and the filibuster 
failed when Moses refused to give the floor to the anti-Scott men. But 
rumors of bribery were everywhere. At the same time, the railroad 
venture went broke and disgusted stockholders took Scott and others 
to trial for the loss. This also made the Scott regime fodder for the 
Liberal Republican (q.v.) revolt against the corruption of the Ulysses 
S. Grant (q.v.) administration nationally. 

With public criticism running high, the Republican Party in South 
Carolina needed a new look. Scott retired to live the life of an ordi- 
nary citizen. In 1874, he put himself up as a possible gubernatorial 
candidate, but the nomination went to Daniel H. Chamberlain, the at- 
torney general under Scott and an honest man. Chamberlain eventu- 
ally won the contest. But two years later, Chamberlain and the Re- 
publicans lost out to a Democratic landslide, led by Wade Hampton 
(now governor) and his Red Shirt (q.v.) regulators. 

Hampton did not waste much time in purging the state of what re- 
mained of republicanism. He brought charges in criminal court 
against Chamberlain and Scott. Scott decided it was a good time to 
take a prolonged “business” trip to Ohio. His wife remained behind 
to wind up his affairs. Eventually, she and their son went back to 
Ohio, too. The charges against Scott endured in court for some time 
before being dropped. Scott continued to sell real estate in Ohio and 
Michigan, still a relatively wealthy man. Scott remained living in 
Ohio, visiting South Carolina once again in 1896, and dying from a 
cerebral hemorrhage in 1900, just after (indeed almost providen- 
tially) joining the Methodist Church. 


SCOTT, WINFIELD (1786-1866). A Virginian from Dinwiddie 
County near Petersburg, Winfield Scott graduated from the College 
of William and Mary in 1805. He read law and practiced, riding cir- 
cuit around Petersburg. In 1807, he received a captain’s commission 
in the army and began the his military career. He fought in the War 
of 1812 on the Niagara frontier, being captured at Queenstown, ex- 
changed, and becoming a hero for his attacks at Chippawa and 
Lundy’s Lane. At war’s end, Scott was a major general. He served on 
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various commissions and military boards, coordinated the army re- 
sponse in the Black Hawk War, and commanded at Charleston during 
the Nullification Crisis in 1832. Scott went on to the Seminole War 
and supervised the Cherokee Indian Removal. In 1839, he first be- 
came prominent in Whig Party (q.v.) politics, losing the nomination 
to William Henry Harrison. In 1841, he became general-in-chief of 
the army. He also was involved in the so-called Aroostook War in 
Maine over the boundary with Canada. 

As a Whig and potential presidential candidate, Scott was ignored 
as long as possible by President James K. Polk during the War with 
Mexico. But when it became obvious that a campaign had to be 
launched on Mexico City, and that Maj. Gen. Zachary Taylor (q.v.) 
might also be a Whig presidential possibility, Polk sent Scott into the 
field, figuring that in a future presidential race the two men would 
nullify each other. The resulting attack from Vera Cruz to Mexico 
City is still considered a classic. Scott returned a hero. But instead of 
allowing the two heroes to knock each other off, the Whigs nomi- 
nated Taylor for president in 1848 and Scott in 1852, where he lost to 
one of his subordinates, Franklin Pierce (q.v.). 

In 1855, Scott was made brevet lieutenant general, the first man to 
hold such rank since George Washington. By now his quarrels with 
subordinates were legendary, justifying his nickname “Old Fuss and 
Feathers,” and Scott removed army headquarters to New York to get 
away from what he saw as the nefarious influences of Washington. He 
also came to weigh around 300 pounds, causing him to have to be lifted 
on to his horse (a stout beast, no doubt) with an A-frame crane for re- 
views. He also placated a boundary dispute over Puget Sound in 1859. 

When the Civil War began, Scott returned to Washington to super- 
vise the inauguration of President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) and act as 
chief military advisor. He brought forth the Anaconda Plan (q.v.) to 
strangle the South with the blockade and attack the line of the Mis- 
sissippi River. But Scott was fast becoming more an anachronism 
than a military genius. He was old and sick. In November 1861, one 
of the new young bloods of the war, Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan 
(q.v.), maneuvered himself into the job of general-in-chief, putting 
Scott on the retirement list. He took a European tour in 1864 

Although Scott was less successful as a politician than as a gen- 
eral, he was universally admired for his Mexican Campaign. He was 
a prolific writer, putting out everything from military manuals to a 
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self-absorbed autobiography. Appropriately, he died and was buried 
at West Point in 1866. 


SEARS, BARNAS. See PEABODY EDUCATIONAL FUND. 


SECESSION, ATTEMPTS TO COMPROMISE. As the likelihood 
of Civil War became more of a reality, concerned men made several 
attempts to head off the war. In the U.S. House of Representatives the 
Committee of Thirty-three (q.v.) formed, in the U.S. Senate the Com- 
mittee of Thirteen (q.v.) organized, and, led by the border South, par- 
ticularly Virginia, the Constitutional Union Party (q.v.), a meeting of 
interested states, met in the Washington Peace Conference (q.v.). Es- 
sentially, the compromisers came up with many of the same ideas, the 
core of which was to extend the old Missouri Compromise (q.v.) line 
to the eastern border of California, reserving half of the West to Free 
State exploitation and the rest to the slave states. President-elect 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) refused to accept this notion as it differed 
from the Republican platform of 1860 (q.v.) and his own notions of 
limiting the extension of slavery into new areas. 


SECESSION, BUCHANAN’S CABINET AND. Even though Presi- 
dent James Buchanan (q.v.) and the 1858 Congress had been defeated 
in the election of 1860 (q.v.), they would serve until 4 March 1861 as 
the lame-duck government. Then, President-elect Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) would be inaugurated, but the Republican-dominated Congress 
would not meet until December 1860. Believing that the South was 
bluffing, Buchanan did little to ward of secession (q.v.) until South 
Carolina left the Union. When Buchanan addressed Congress in De- 
cember 1860, he gave a long, involved interpretation of the legal as- 
pects of secession that was not inspiring. He decided against a 
proclamation against secession, as Andrew Jackson had done in 
1833, when South Carolina had tried to nullify the tariff. 

Actually, Buchanan tended to blame the crisis on Northern agita- 
tion against slavery. Even though he considered the loss of an elec- 
tion as no reason for the South to act so precipitously, he did pledge 
to uphold all federal laws, collect customs revenue, and maintain fed- 
eral property. Then he turned over the whole problem to Congress, 
which tried to compromise secession with its Corwin Committee of 
Thirty-three in the House and the Crittenden Committee of Thirteen 
in the Senate (qq.v.). 
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Although Buchanan looks weak in hindsight, his speech to Con- 
gress was considered an affront by many Southerners, especially 
members of his cabinet. His seven cabinet members had been divided 
six to three in favor of Southern Democrats in 1857, but in Decem- 
ber 1860 this coalition began to come apart and changed its ratio to 
five to four in favor of the South. In January 1861, Buchanan’s cabi- 
net changed to six to three in favor of the North. The result was that 
Buchanan got a lot of conflicting advice that increased his irresolute- 
ness. While he never intended to surrender federal installations in the 
South, he also did not desire to provoke a fight. It was Lincoln’s pre- 
rogative to start a war. 

Buchanan’s latent Unionism was immediately recognized by his 
secretary of the treasury, Howell Cobb of Georgia. Cobb was 
Buchanan’s closest friend in the cabinet, and his resignation over 
Buchanan’s address to Congress was a blow. Cobb was replaced by 
Philip F. Thomas of Maryland, but his reluctance to cooperate with 
New York financiers receiving high profits on certain governmental 
loans led to his being superceded by the more pliable John A. Dix, a 
devout Union man. The next resignation came for exactly the oppo- 
site reason as Cobb’s. Secretary of State Lewis Cass (q.v.) told 
Buchanan he was too soft on the South and ought to reinforce the fed- 
eral installations and hold them by force. His replacement was Attor- 
ney General Jeremiah Black, a long-time Democrat (q.v.), who now 
became Buchanan’s closet advisor. At Black’s suggestion, the attor- 
ney generalship was filled by a strong Ohio Unionist, Edwin McM. 
Stanton (q.v.) (later to be Lincoln’s secretary of war). 

The next wave of resignations involved Secretary of War John 
Floyd of Virginia and Secretary of the Interior Jacob Thompson (q.v.) 
of Mississippi. Floyd had been revealed to be involved in some shady 
schemes involving War Department monies. He also surrendered to 
Texas secessionists, with the aid of Brig. Gen. David Twiggs (of 
Georgia), the three Federal regiments that Twiggs commanded in 
Texas. Floyd’s resignation was a convenient way to beat the rap. 
Twiggs was cashiered. Floyd’s vacancy was filled by Postmaster 
General Joseph Holt of Kentucky, an uncompromising Unionist. 
Holt’s job went to Horatio King of New York, another solid Union 
man. This left Thompson, who was also suspected of financial irreg- 
ularities. Thompson resigned when Buchanan tried to reinforce Ft. 
Sumter (q.v.) at Charleston. His position was handled by his chief 
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clerk. Buchanan was now ready to weather the secession crisis, irres- 
olutely, but as a Northerner. 


SECESSION, THEORY OF. Secession was based on a theory of states 
rights. The abstract concept of the peoples’ sovereignty was exalted as 
the supreme component of government. All authority of government 
resided with the people. The supremacy clause of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion did not make the federal government supreme over the people, 
because the people wrote it in the first place. So long as the national 
government operated within the limits placed on it by the Constitution 
and the Ninth and Tenth Amendments, which reserved ultimate power 
to the people and the states, the federal government was owed obedi- 
ence. But the Constitution was a compact that could be nullified 
whenever the federal government overstepped its written bounds. 

Hence, secession was not a revolution. It was but the assertion of 
immutable rights. But this assertion of sovereignty had to be carried 
out correctly. A state legislature would authorize the state governor to 
call a special election to select delegates to a convention, this being 
the body closest to the people as it was called for a special purpose. 
The convention would consider the one issue, secession. After de- 
bate, the convention would vote. If it did not vote to secede, things 
remained the same. If it voted to secede, the union between it and the 
other states was dissolved. The convention did not have to refer its 
actions back to the people for referendum because the people had al- 
ready spoken when they elected the delegates. Secession was merely 
taking back sovereign rights given to the federal government condi- 
tionally. 

The justification for leaving the Union was unassailable in the 
South of 1860. The real question was the wisdom of acting at a par- 
ticular time. Thus, there were two groups in each convention, the Se- 
ceders and the Cooperationists. They did not differ as to the legality 
of secession, but to the timing. The Cooperationists would have pre- 
ferred to await an overt act by the Republican Abraham Lincoln 
(qq.v.) administration before acting. The Seceders wanted to act im- 
mediately. This is what differed 1860 from 1850, when the South also 
considered leaving the Union over the issue of the Mexican Cession. 
In 1850, the Cooperationists, mostly Whigs (q.v.), did not admit to 
the right of secession. Their answer to the North was for the South to 
industrialize and compete openly in the domestic markets. 
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But their program and their party collapsed by mid-decade, leaving 
secession as the only alternative. The big advantage of the Seceders in 
1860 was that they offered action. The Cooperationists offered more 
indecision, more delay, to solve a problem, Yankee economic and so- 
cial dominance, that was already at least thirty years old. Besides, the 
Seceders reasoned, the North disliked the South so much that it would 
be glad to see Dixie go. The opposite was believed true also. 


SECESSION AND LOYALTY IN THE BORDER SOUTH. It was 
of great significance that the border slave states (Delaware, Mary- 
land, Kentucky, and Missouri) refused to secede. Psychologically, it 
set the Confederacy back. That the Confederate States of America did 
not represent all the slave states made secession look not as convinc- 
ing as it could have, especially abroad. The failure of the border 
South to secede cost the Confederacy great wealth and resources. The 
population of the border states would have doubled the white popu- 
lation of the Confederacy. Had the South been able to utilize the men 
from the border states in the Confederate army, it would have given 
the South 50,000 more men, just from Kentucky alone. Finally, the 
border states would have given the South a better geographic bound- 
ary to defend along the Ohio River in the western theater, and placed 
the Union capital behind the lines in Maryland. The morale loss 
would have been great in either case. 

Both presidents, Abraham Lincoln and Jefferson Davis (qq.v.), 
were Kentuckians, and that state best illustrates the political problem 
of the border states. Kentucky had gone for the Constitutional Union 
Party’s John Bell, then the Northern Democrat’s Stephen A. Douglas 
(q.v.), then the Southern Democrat’s John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) in 
the election of 1860 (q.v.). Its John J. Crittenden was the leader of 
compromise in the U.S. Senate in the spring of 1861. Governor Be- 
riah Magoffin refused to contribute to Lincoln’s call for troops after 
Ft. Sumter (q.v.), but the state legislature had not asked for a state 
convention. Kentucky’s official stance was neutrality. 

But insofar as Kentucky did not secede, it was a victory for the 
North, as was a state and local election in June. The neutral position 
lasted from May 1861 until September 1861, until Confederate Maj. 
Gen. Leonidas Polk moved into Columbus to get its better position 
for blockading the Mississippi River. Both sides had been recruiting 
in the state, but now, Union troops responded by taking important 
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towns along the Ohio River. The rest of the Confederate army moved 
into Bowling Green, but secession never happened. Nonetheless, 
Kentucky got a star on the Confederate battle flag, and had represen- 
tatives in the Confederate Congress, as the Rebels made an effort to 
install their governor, Richard Hawes, in Frankfort during the Per- 
ryville Campaign (q.v.) in 1862. 

Across the Mississippi from Kentucky was another important bor- 
der state, Missouri. To have Missouri secede would outflank Illinois 
and put Confederate soldiers halfway to Chicago. Governor Clai- 
borne Jackson and Lieutenant Governor Thomas Reynolds were both 
ardent secessionists. They had the state legislature call a convention, 
but it was pro-Union and took no action. Prompt action by Federal of- 
ficers and politicians based in St. Louis during the Missouri Cam- 
paign (q.v.) (1861-1862) forced secession-minded men to head South 
with Maj. Gen. Sterling Price (q.v.) or become guerilla raiders. Mis- 
souri held for the union, although it also sent representatives to Rich- 
mond, had a government in exile in Shreveport, and merited a star on 
the Confederate battle flag. 

Although Kentucky and Missouri were important, Maryland was the 
key to the border South. Without Maryland in the Union, Lincoln and 
Congress would have had to adjourn to Philadelphia or New York City. 
Most of the population was pro-Union, especially in the western 
reaches of the state. The Eastern Shore was so far from the South as to 
be nullified as a military factor. But Baltimore and the peninsulas 
southeast of Washington were ardently pro-Confederate, contributing 
soldiers and spies to the Rebel cause. 

Fortunately for Lincoln, Governor Thomas Hicks was pro-Union. 
He refused to call the state legislature until April 1861 and then had 
it meet in Unionist Frederick rather than secessionist Annapolis. Lin- 
coln could afford no slipups, so he had the army arrest nineteen mem- 
bers to ensure a Union majority. He also occupied Baltimore. That 
fall, when the state voted for a new legislature, Lincoln’s soldiers oc- 
cupied polling places, and Maryland enlistees in the Union army 
were furloughed home to vote. Maryland stayed in the Union, al- 
though it was fortunate that Confederate Gen. Robert E. Lee’s Mary- 
land Campaign (qq.v.) was fought in the Unionist areas where he re- 
ceived little popular support. 

Delaware was the last border slave state that remained in the 
Union. It had little choice, given its geographical position, above 
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Maryland and ensconced in Pennsylvania’s southern border. Al- 
though Delaware had few slaves, it remained pro-South until late in 
the war. Delaware always believed that the South ought to have been 
allowed to secede peacefully. 


SECESSION AND THE CREATION OF ARIZONA TERRITORY. 
The South made no apologies for supporting the “Spread Eagle for- 
eign policy” (q.v.) of the 1850s, and it continued to look west for op- 
portunities to expand into the prosecession area of Los Angeles in 
California. There were several reasons for this. The most obvious 
was mineral wealth, particularly gold, which would have helped 
combat the wild inflation that hit Southern money during the war, as 
Nevada silver did for the Union. It was also hoped that possession of 
West Coast ports would fatally weaken the Federal blockade of the 
Atlantic and Gulf coasts. And any conquest could not but help in the 
struggle to gain European recognition. 

To get to California, the Confederates would have to initiate a New 
Mexico—Arizona Campaign (q.v.). There had been indications that 
whites in New Mexico Territory were favorably disposed to the 
South and slavery. The territorial legislature had passed restrictions 
on the movement of free men of color and enacted a slave code be- 
fore the war. Newspapers regularly proclaimed the right of secession 
(q.v.), especially in Santa Fe and Tucson. So it was no surprise when 
a convention met at Mesilla on 16 March and proclaimed the seces- 
sion of Arizona Territory (roughly the area of the Gadsden Purchase 
south of the Gila River) from the Union and its attachment to the 
Confederacy. Arizona’s secession preceded that of four Southern 
states. Later action would extend the claim of the Rebels to the thirty- 
fourth parallel, claiming the southern half of the present-day states of 
Arizona and New Mexico. 

By August 1861, the Confederate army was on its way in the per- 
son of John Baylor of Texas. Baylor proclaimed himself military gov- 
ernor of the territory and established its capital at Mesilla (across the 
Rio Grande from Las Cruces). Mesilla was made the first judicial dis- 
trict and Tucson the second. Granville Oury from Tucson was elected 
territorial delegate to the Confederate Congress in Richmond. His 
first job was to get Confederate troops to replace the fleeing Yankees 
and protect the area from marauding Apaches. The Confederate in- 
vasion force arrived in February 1862 and sent a small detachment to 
Tucson to cover its exposed left flank as it proceeded up the Rio 
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Grande to Santa Fe. But by May 1862, the Rebel army had been 
driven back into Texas, and Arizona Territory was under occupation 
by the Union California column, which seized and sold the mining 
property of Oury and his brothers and Sylvester Mowry south of Tuc- 
son, and arrested them and twenty others, all rabid secessionists. But 
Arizona Territory continued to be represented in both Confederate 
Congresses by Marcus H. Macwillie of Mesilla, a local lawyer and 
once Baylor’s appointment as attorney general of the military gov- 
ernment. 

By then, the mining areas in what is now northern Arizona had de- 
cided to send Charles D. Poston to Washington to lobby for a Yankee 
territory of Arizona, divided from New Mexico on the 109th merid- 
ian (the current boundary). Whether Poston deserves his title as the 
“Father of Arizona” is an open question, because Union Maj. Gen. 
Samuel Heintzelman had done much of the preliminary work for 
him. Heintzelman had represented a Cincinnati, Ohio, gold mining 
concern while he was commander at Ft. Yuma in the 1850s. These en- 
trepreneurs got Congressman James H. Ashley and U.S. Senator Ben- 
jamin F. Wade, both Radical Republicans (qq.v.), to sponsor an Or- 
ganic Act establishing the Union version of Arizona Territory in 
February 1863. Its first territorial officials were lame-duck Republi- 
can politicians who had lost their offices in the disastrous 1862 con- 
gressional by-election. On 29 December 1863, the first of these men 
crossed into Arizona and declared the Union territorial government in 
force, with its capital at Ft. Whipple near present-day Prescott. 


SECESSION OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, FIRST. It was one of 
the unfortunate coincidences in the election of 1860 (q.v.) that the 
Republican (q.v.) success in winning the presidency with Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.) was concurrent with the usual meeting of the state leg- 
islature in South Carolina in November 1860. This meant that the 
emotions and fears engendered by the national election would not 
have time to lapse before the state’s politicians could act. The in- 
cumbent governor of the state was William H. Gist, a moderate. He 
did not wish to act so quickly, but the legislature called for the De- 
cember meeting of a state convention to consider South Carolina’s re- 
lation to the Union. He called the convention and signed a measure 
to purchase $100,000 in arms and ammunition for state defense. 

Then the state legislature, again according to state law, elected a 
new governor. The man chosen was Francis Pickens, a regular 
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Democrat (q.v.) turned Fire-Eating (q.v.) secessionist. He had 
pledges from Mississippi and Florida that they would act to secede 
in concert with South Carolina. On 20 December 1860, South Car- 
olina unanimously dissolved the bonds of union and declared itself 
to be a free and independent state—a nation coequal to all others in 
the world. There was little opposition, although one critic opined 
that the state was too small to be an independent republic and too 
large to be an insane asylum. 

As promised, Mississippi called its own convention and on 9 Jan- 
uary 1861 seceded with a vote of eighty-four to fifteen. The few op- 
ponents differed more with timing than the action, preferring to await 
the action of other states. Florida followed the next day, voting sixty- 
two to seven. This was the last state to secede with little opposition. 
The rest of the Southern states had to contend with an active group of 
Cooperationists, people who wished to wait and see what Lincoln 
and his Republicans did after taking office. 

Alabama seceded on 11 January, but its quickness to respond 
concealed much opposition, especially in the northern counties 
along the Tennessee River. This area was economically tied to Ten- 
nessee and the population was loath to act without backing from 
Tennessee. The Cooperationists suggested waiting for the meeting 
of a Southern states’ convention for joint action. But the tactic 
failed to win over the Seceders. The delay proposal lost fifty-four 
to forty-five. Then secession won sixty-one to thirty-nine, with 
some Cooperationists admitting to the inevitable and wishing to 
show solidarity. 

Georgia was the next state to follow Alabama. But it took a week 
before Georgia acted, because the Cooperationists were very strong. 
Georgia was the keystone to the Deep South. Without its leaving the 
Union, the Southern nation (and the Seceders always planned on a 
Confederacy) would be divided geographically. Georgia would also 
affect the Cooperationist movement in other states, if it were suc- 
cessful. To give the Seceders a boost, Governor Joseph E. Brown 
(q.v.) had the militia seize the federal installation at Ft. Pulaski. The 
state legislature had already voted $1 million for defense. The Coop- 
erationists put up a motion to delay and see what transpired after Lin- 
coln took office. As in Alabama, after much debate, this lost 
164-133. Then the convention united to vote secession 208-89. The 
South was united geographically. 
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The first state west of the Mississippi River to act on secession was 
Louisiana. Both the governor and John Slidell reversed their prior 
Unionists stances and led the move to secede. Once again, as in other 
states, the regular Democrats took over the secession movement and 
came out on top, beating the Chivalry (Fire-Eaters) at its own game. 
Naturally, it being Louisiana, the election of the convention members 
was crooked. The returns were not published until after the state left 
the Union. Then the closeness of the Seceders’ overall victory 
(20,000 to 17,000) was apparent. Some suspected that the Coopera- 
tionist candidates actually had won. 

When the secession movement seemed to lag, Governor Thomas 
Moore had the militia seize the Baton Rouge arsenal and the New Or- 
leans mint. As in Georgia, technically this was treason as the state had 
yet to secede. Louisiana had the only large city in the South, and this 
gave it a more worldly outlook that caused many to question the wis- 
dom of immediate action. But the Seceders also played on Louisiana’s 
critical location at the mouth of the Mississippi. By seceding, they ar- 
gued, Louisiana could strike a better deal with the North, especially the 
Northwest. Spurred on by such actions and arguments, the convention 
voted 113-17 to leave the Union on 26 January. But ten of the seven- 
teen refused to sign the final document. Louisiana also passed a special 
“Resolution to the Northwestern States.” It pledged that river trade 
would not be stopped. But Mississippi took care of that matter by for- 
tifying Vicksburg and stopping all river movement there. 

Louisiana’s secession was followed by that of Texas, six days later, 
on | February. The Texas convention vote to leave the Union was a 
smashing 166-8. But it belied the true sentiment of a large portion of 
the state. Governor Sam Houston was an old Jacksonian Democrat. 
Calling secession treason and unwise, he refused to issue the call for 
the secession convention. It could but lead to war, Houston said. But 
the state legislature was not to be denied; they said that the county 
judges could issue the call. Houston faced reality and reluctantly 
agreed to call the convention election. Already irregular prosecession 
militia units were seizing federal installations in San Antonio. Unlike 
the states that preceded it, Texas was the only one of the Gulf South 
states to have a public referendum on the convention’s actions. It 
showed that those who lived on the frontier of the state, a band 
stretching along the Red River and south to San Antonio, roughly 25 
percent of the population, were opposed to secession. 
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The first six seceding states sent delegates to Montgomery, Al- 
abama, in February 1861 to form the Confederate States of America. 
They were joined in March by the Texas delegation, awaiting the re- 
sults of the referendum and having far to travel, which endorsed their 
actions and became the seventh state in the Confederacy. Back home, 
Governor Houston refused to take the oath to the new government 
and was deposed in favor of his lieutenant governor, who had no such 
compunctions. 


SECESSION OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, SECOND. The effect 
of the Battle of Ft. Sumter (q.v.) was to close ranks, North and South. 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) called for 75,000 state militia to 
come forward for three months’ service to put down “combinations” 
in seven states “too powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary course 
of judicial proceedings.” A quota was sent to every state, including 
those that had not left the Union. U.S. Senator Stephen A. Douglas 
(q.v.) of Illinois, Lincoln’s opponent in politics, rushed to his side in 
support. Douglas would travel widely to rally federal support and die 
from exhaustion on 3 June 1861. 

The South rallied to the cause, too—the Confederate cause. They 
believed that if the federal government could coerce the seceded 
South, they would have no rights either. Virginia was the first to leave 
in the second batch of secession (q.v.). Although the western part of 
the state was strongly Unionist, and the state voted for Douglas and 
Constitutional Union Party (q.v.) candidate John Bell in 1860, Vir- 
ginia had flirted with secession before. Governor John Letcher had 
called a convention in January 1861 that had voted eighty-five to 
forty-five not to leave the Union on 4 April. But they asked the fed- 
eral government to make concessions and not coerce the seceded 
states. Virginia was instrumental in calling the Washington Peace 
Conference of 1861 (q.v.). On 17 April, after the firing on Ft. Sumter, 
Virginia voted eighty-eight to fifty-five to secede (more members had 
come in from the west). Like Texas, Virginia had a popular referen- 
dum on 23 May that endorsed the convention’s stand. 

Following Virginia’s lead was Arkansas. There was a strong Union 
element in the northern part of the state, but Arkansas had refused to 
attend the Washington Peace Conference. On 4 March, the conven- 
tion had reached a compromise to let the public vote on secession on 
5 August. But with the Battle of Ft. Sumter, the convention, still in 
session, voted sixty-five to five to secede on 6 May. 


SECRET SERVICE, CONFEDERATE ® 539 


Like the rest of the Upper South, initially Tennessee was a real 
problem for the secessionists. Its governor, Isham Harris (q.v.), was 
strongly for leaving the Union. But eastern Tennessee was very pro- 
Union. Although the state legislature had called for a convention on 
19 January, the vote went against having a convention. Delegates had 
been elected at the same time, and the state voted for predominantly 
Union men, a double defeat for secessionists. Even after Ft. Sumter, 
Harris feared calling another convention, so strong was Union senti- 
ment. Since the state legislature was prosecession, Harris asked it to 
pass a secession law, which he signed on 7 May. The state’s voters 
were to ratify it on 8 June. But Harris also signed a military alliance 
with the Confederacy on 7 May, and the state legislature raised 
55,000 men, the Army of Tennessee, to occupy polling places. The 8 
June vote was a mere formality, 105,000 for secession, 47,000 
against. 

The last state of the Upper South to secede was North Carolina. 
Like Tennessee, it had a strong pro-Union element, and when the 
governor and the state legislature called for a secession convention, 
the measure narrowly lost by 1,000 votes. But Lincoln’s troop call- 
up shattered North Carolina Unionism. The governor and the state 
legislature, meeting in special session, called for a convention, which 
voted unanimously to secede on 20 May. North Carolina, like the rest 
of the Upper South, believed that Lincoln should have been more 
conciliatory and avoided a shooting war at Ft. Sumter. The call for 
troops to put down their Southern brethren had been too much. 


SECRET SERVICE, CONFEDERATE. The Rebel Secret Service’s 
activities varied widely during the Civil War. There were, for exam- 
ple, Brig. Gen. Gabriel Rains (q.v.) and his inventive staff, who cre- 
ated the subterra shells (land mines) and torpedoes (sea mines) that 
defended Richmond and port cities from 1862; Capt. Thomas Hines 
(q.v.), who plotted in 1864 to free Confederate prisoners of war held 
at Camp Douglas and other Midwest installations, only to fail when 
Northern sympathizers (Copperheads [q.v.]) proved all talk and no 
action; navy officers Capt. John Wilkinson and Lt. John Y. Beall 
(qq.v.), who tried to seize the USS Michigan as a base to free Con- 
federate officers held at Johnson’s Island, also in 1864, only to find 
that the Confederate expatriates enrolled to help out were much like 
the Yankee Copperheads— Beall would later hang when caught for 
another similar escapade in upper New York state; Hines and his 
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men again, who were to disrupt the Democratic convention during 
the election of 1864 (q.v.) and obtain their support for a peace plat- 
form—only partially successful, they got the plank but a prowar 
candidate in former Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.); Capt. 
Bennett Young and his men, who, in 1864, robbed several banks in 
the prosperous border town of St. Albans, Vermont, and escaped to 
Canada to be shielded against extradition as soldiers on a legitimate 
military operation; Col. Robert M. Martin and his crew, who set in- 
cendiary bombs (made by Rains and his bureau) designed to burn 
New York City to the ground in November 1864, only to have them 
fail after the arsonists closed their hotel room doors, depriving the 
fires of needed cross drafts; and Dr. Luke Blackburn (q.v.), who sent 
shipments of clothes and blankets infected with the yellow fever 
virus to Washington and coastal military institutions in 1864 to in- 
fect their inhabitants, not knowing that mosquitoes were the critical 
infecting agent. 

The last year of the war obviously was a banner time for the Con- 
federate Secret Service. Over a million extra dollars had been set aside 
in the office of Confederate Secretary of State Judah P. Benjamin 
(q.v.) for various clandestine projects, including the kidnapping of 
Union President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), which ultimately turned into 
the financing of John Wilkes Booth’s (q.v.) assassination plot. But, un- 
der Benjamin’s supervision, Gen. Rains’s laboratories also had other 
projects on hand. For example, Rains and his operatives had devel- 
oped coal and wood sticks that blew up in steamboat boilers, one of 
which adorned the desk of Confederate President Jefferson Davis 
(q.v.) as a paperweight. Such a device has come to be suspected in the 
destruction of the Union-hired steamboat Sultana (q.V.). 


SELMA CAMPAIGN. Nothing tickled Union war leaders more than fi- 
nally crushing the Confederate cavalry forces of Lt. Gen. Nathan Bed- 
ford Forrest (q.v.) in the Selma Campaign. Selma, Alabama, was an 
important Southern industrial center during the Civil War, making 
cannon and gunpowder and employing numerous foundries and ware- 
houses. The job of reducing Selma was given to the energetic Maj. 
Gen. James Harrison Wilson and three Federal cavalry divisions. 

Starting from northern Alabama, Wilson’s cavalry moved in three 
columns to hopefully deceive the Rebels and maintain his own speed. 
But there was little else of value Wilson could have been targeting for 
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attack, so the Confederate cavalry, including Forrest’s command, 
headed for Selma to intercept the Wilson raiders. Forrest tried to in- 
terfere with Wilson’s march, but possessed too few men to deal with 
the larger Federal columns. 

The Confederates were soon driven into the fortifications around 
Selma. But Forrest had only three small brigades to fight against Wil- 
son’s three divisions. When the Yankees attacked on 2 April 1865, the 
Alabama militia turned and ran, leaving Forrest and his men to fight 
it out alone. While the Rebels put up their usual strong showing when 
led by Forrest, the town fell that same day. 

Wilson spent a week in Selma, wrecking anything that might aid 
the Southern war effort. Then he departed for Montgomery, which he 
took on 12 April. His men then spread out as the Confederate gov- 
ernment fell, capturing Confederate President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) 
at Irwinsville, Georgia, on 10 May. Forrest retreated into Mississippi 
and was surrendered as a part of Lt. Gen. Richard Taylor’s forces at 
Citronelle (q.v.), Alabama, in early May. 


SEMINARY RIDGE, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. After the Battles of First Fair Oaks and 
Seven Pines (qq.v.), during which Confederate Gen. Joseph E. John- 
ston (q.v.) had unsuccessfully struck the smaller part of Maj. Gen. 
George B. McClellan’s (q.v.) Union army investing Richmond during 
the Peninsula Campaign (q.v.), the Federal army settled down to a 
formal siege. McClellan managed to receive reinforcements from the 
Fredericksburg area, which arrived by river, disembarking at Mc- 
Clellan’s main supply base at White House on the York River. Mc- 
Clellan sent these troops to the north side of the Chickahominy River, 
which bisected the peninsula east of Richmond. The Union army had 
to cross this river to get to the south side to attack Richmond. But 
McClellan’s supply line ran north of the river to the York River base. 
To keep communications open, McClellan had his engineers repair 
and reconstruct the bridges damaged by recent storms. Also, Mc- 
Clellan now hoped more than ever that he might receive more rein- 
forcements overland to turn the Richmond defenses. 

These defenses were growing more formidable each day. The new 
Confederate commander who took over after the wounding of John- 
ston at Fair Oaks was Robert E. Lee (q.v.). He insisted that the soldiers 
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dig properly engineered breastworks, earthworks, and other forts on a 
daily basis. The white soldiers hated what they derisively thought to be 
“Negro work.” They began to call white-bearded Lee “Granny” and the 
“King of Spades.” At this period, both sides thought of trenches as a 
cowardly way to fight. In the next two years, the men’s views would 
change—those of them who lived. The trenches and forts gave Lee 
flexibility. He could hold the ground in front of Richmond now with 
fewer men and create a mobile force for counterattack. 

Lee looked to McClellan’s massive base at White House as the key 
to saving Richmond. If he could capture it, the Union army would be 
cut off and destroyed. The problem was where was McClellan’s right 
flank? Was it anchored or hanging in the air? Lee sent his cavalry un- 
der Brig. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.) to find out. Stuart not only found 
that the flank was wide open to attack, but he also rode completely 
around the Union army, much to McClellan’s embarrassment back 
home, up North. Lee also called Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” 
Jackson’s (q.v.) small army into Richmond from the Shenandoah Val- 
ley. The basic plan was for Lee to strike McClellan’s smaller force 
north of the Chickahominy under the command of Maj. Gen. Fitz 
John Porter with most of his force and outflank them with Jackson. 
North of the river, Lee would have a two to one advantage in num- 
bers. South of the river, he would have a disadvantage in numbers of 
one to three. But he counted on the trenches and McClellan’s usual 
caution to safeguard Richmond from attack. 

McClellan almost beat Lee to the punch. He struck the Richmond 
lines on 25 June 1862, at Oak Grove. But Lee’s line held—narrowly. 
Lee struck Porter at Mechanicsville on 26 June. Porter had with- 
drawn his men to a strong defensive position behind Beaverdam 
Creek. Jackson, who was to maneuver Porter out of his position, was 
six hours behind schedule. The result was a massacre of the attacking 
Rebels. 

Realizing that they were overextended, McClellan had Porter re- 
treat to Gaines’ Mill and set up a new defensive line covering the 
bridges south to the main army based on Boatswain’s Swamp. Lee 
followed, attacking there on 27 June. All day long the Rebels beat 
themselves to death, again waiting for Jackson to arrive and turn the 
Federals’ right flank. Again Jackson was late. As Porter shifted his 
weight to meet the approach of Jackson, the Texas Brigade, one of 
Lee’s premier fighting formations, broke through the Union line. 
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Mass panic ensued. Two Union regiments surrender intact. The rest 
fled to the rear. Dusk and a cavalry charge saved Porter, who crossed 
south of the Chickahominy during the night. 

Lee had achieved his goal. He assumed that Porter had retreated to- 
ward the Union base at White House. He sent infantry and cavalry to 
block the withdrawal. The Confederates found no one. The cavalry 
rode on to the York River. There they found McClellan’s whole base in 
ruins. The Yankees had destroyed over a million dollars in supplies. In 
the economy-conscious, prewar army, such a thing would have been 
impossible. But McClellan had done it. He was now falling back on the 
James River and the Union fleet there. Lee moved to intercept him. 

While the majority of Lee’s army had been fighting it out with 
Porter, the troops south of the Chickahominy had been attacking to 
keep McClellan’s southern force occupied. The Rebels struck at 
Goulding’s, Garnett’s, and Allen Farms. But on 29 June, as Lee 
searched north of the Chickahominy for Federal troops, his men 
south of the river hit Savage’s Station. In a prolonged battle, they fi- 
nally saw the Federals retreat, leaving behind over 2,500 wounded as 
prisoners of war. Then McClellan did something strange. He sent a 
telegram, the Savage’s Station letter (q.v.), to President Abraham Lin- 
coln and Secretary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (qq.v.) renouncing 
all responsibility for the results of the coming battles. He seemed to 
realize their ultimate outcome before they had taken place. 

Aware that all of McClellan’s force was south of the Chicka- 
hominy headed for the James, Lee sought to hit the retreating Feder- 
als on three sides, north, west, and south, cutting them off from the 
James and driving them into the White Oak Swamp. The attack was 
another Confederate debacle on 30 June. Jackson in the north failed 
to push the assault across White Oak Swamp. To the south, Federal 
gunboats held up his men at Turkey Run. In the center, at Glendale 
and Frayser’s Farm, the assault divisions attacked all day long, 
piecemeal, as McClellan’s supply train crossed behind the battlefield 
headed for the James. McClellan managed to hold his line until dark, 
when the Union army melted away to the south, ahead of the Con- 
federates, who were too exhausted to pursue rapidly. 

But the Rebels were close enough that McClellan had to make an- 
other stand before he could retreat to the James under the safety of 
the naval guns at Harrison’s Landing. On 1 July, McClellan drew up 
Porter’s men under the muzzles of every artillery piece he could 
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muster on the brow of Malvern Hill. Lee’s attack was once again un- 
coordinated. His premier combat formations had all been cut up in 
earlier battles. His second-rate units could not win the day against 
McClellan’s best gunners and sharpshooters. And, for the first time, 
McClellan was on the field personally to direct the operation. That 
night, the Union army walked away from another victory to the 
safety of Harrison’s Landing. 

McClellan had gotten away, but Richmond was saved. The cost of 
the Seven Days Campaign (named for how long it took) was 16,000 
Federals and 20,000 Confederates. But all of Lee’s losses were in 
killed and wounded. McClellan had his cut potentially by 6,000 men 
taken prisoner, who would one day return to combat after they had 
been exchanged. Lee had saved more than Richmond—he had saved 
the Confederacy for three more years. On 7 July, Lincoln came down 
to see McClellan and asked him to submit a situation paper on the 
war’s strategy. The next day McClellan wrote the Harrison’s Landing 
letter (q.v.), which criticized everything Lincoln and the Republicans 
(q.v.) had done so far, injecting himself into the political side of the 
war. Lincoln started withdrawing McClellan’s troops, sending them 
to a new army near Washington, commanded by Maj. Gen. John Pope 
(q.v.), the hero of Island No. 10. But “Little Mac” he left behind, to 
stew in his own juices alone. 


SEVEN PINES, BATTLE OF. Part of a two-day battle, which included 
the First Battle of Fair Oaks (q.v.), fought outside of Richmond on 31 
May-1 June 1862, between Confederates led by Gen. Joseph E. John- 
ston (q.v.) and Federals led by Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.), 
Seven Pines was held by the Union IV Corps. After much confusion 
getting their attack force in place on the few overcrowded roads, the 
Rebels under Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.) launched their attack in the 
afternoon and drove the Union troops back, until Federal reinforce- 
ments stabilized the situation at dark. On the next day, the attack was 
supposed to continue, but the wounding of Gen. Johnston and reports 
of an imminent attack kept things at a standstill. 


SEWARD, WILLIAM H. (1801-1872). Born in Orange County, New 
York, William H. Seward studied law at Union College. Graduating 
in 1820, he soon left the legal practice and went into politics. 
Prompted by the death of Masonic informer William Morgan, Se- 
ward ran on the Anti-Masonic ticket for a seat in the state senate and 
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won. From that time on he occupied influential elective and ap- 
pointive offices, usually with the backing of influential upstate news- 
paper publisher and political kingmaker Thurlow Weed. In 1838 
(having changed parties), he became the first Whig (q.v.) governor of 
New York, initiating many reforms, including the removal of politi- 
cal disabilities from foreigners, adjusting high rents that had caused 
much unrest in cities, establishing the museum of natural history and 
a program of study, and signing a law that provided for the trial of 
fugitive slaves by jury with counsel furnished by the state. During the 
1840s, he returned to the practice of law but maintained his interest 
in politics. By 1849, he was elected to the U.S. Senate and became an 
influential advisor to President Zachary Taylor (q.v.). At this time Se- 
ward gave his “higher law” speech in which he asserted that there 
was a law above statute and Constitution that demanded the exclu- 
sion of slavery from new states. 

Seward’s higher law speech became one of the battle cries of abo- 
lition and antislavery (qq.v.) circles in the North. He continued in the 
Senate throughout the 1850s, speaking out against slavery as an in- 
stitution. One of his more famous declarations was the “irrepressible 
conflict” doctrine, a speech in which he stated his belief that the 
Union would have to solve the slavery issue and make the nation all 
free or all slave. His outspokenness made him a presidential candi- 
date for the new Republican Party (q.v.) in 1856 and 1860. But Se- 
ward, who was probably too well-known for his seemingly radical 
pronouncements, scared many potential supporters and he lost out to 
John Charles Frémont (q.v.) the first time and to Abraham Lincoln 
(q.v.) the second. Lincoln won the presidency in 1860 with Seward’s 
support and appointed him secretary of state. At first, Seward thought 
that Lincoln was a country bumpkin and incapable of handling the 
leadership of party and nation. He tried to help the new president out, 
even suggesting that the nation declare war on France and Great 
Britain to unite itself during the secession crisis. But Lincoln firmly 
yet kindly put Seward in his place, and Seward went on to become 
one of the best secretaries of state in American history and a valued 
advisor to Presidents Lincoln and Andrew Johnson (q.v.). 

Seward completely reorganized the diplomatic service and sent 
brilliant instructions to wise men he recommended for foreign posts. 
Through his ability, Seward turned the fortunes of the Union around, 
as many European countries leaned strongly toward recognition of 
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the Confederacy and a divided America. When a Federal naval offi- 
cer stopped the British ship Trent (q.v.) without authorization to re- 
move two Confederate ministers going to Europe, Seward and Lin- 
coln cleverly released the men and praised Britain for its recognition 
of American shipping neutrality and exemption from search as an- 
nounced in the War of 1812. Seward also asserted U.S. rights in the 
Alabama claims (q.v.), eventually getting Great Britain to pay mil- 
lions in reparations for having built Confederate cruisers in violation 
of international neutrality law. Seward proved a vigorous defender of 
the Monroe Doctrine, supporting the Benito Juarez republican regime 
in Mexico against French incursion under Maximilian (q.v.). 

In domestic policy, Seward supported Lincoln’s freeing the 
slaves by executive proclamation (q.v.), suggesting the preliminary 
Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) be delayed until a Union victory 
made it look forceful rather than a gasp for salvation that could not 
be guaranteed on the battlefield. He also was most influential in 
getting the Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.) added to the Constitution 
to protect the wartime liberation and make emancipation universal 
throughout the country. On 31 January 1865, Seward managed to 
cobble together a coalition that passed the amendment through the 
House by one vote. As the Union victory seemed ensured in the 
spring of 1865, Seward was severely injured in a carriage accident. 
Thrown from his vehicle, the secretary suffered a broken arm and 
jaw. The splints and bandages on his wounds probably saved his life 
when he was attacked as part of the John Wilkes Booth conspiracy 
to assassinate (q.v.) Lincoln and his government. His son and aide, 
Frederick, was badly cut as he intervened to protect his father from 
the knife assault of Lewis Paine. After Lincoln’s death, Seward sup- 
ported Andrew Johnson’s Reconstruction (q.v.) policies and op- 
posed the impeachment (q.v.) of the president late in his term. His 
support of the president led to many imputations and bitter censure 
in Republican circles. He also supported Gen. Ulysses S$. Grant 
(q.v.) for president and the Republican ticket in 1868. 

As secretary of state, Seward was one of the first real expansion- 
ists in the last half of the nineteenth century. He negotiated many 
treaties for purchasing and annexing new territories (the Dutch West 
Indies, the Isthmus of Panama, and Samoa) that failed to gain Senate 
confirmation and one (Alaska [(q.v.)]) that did. As the secretary was 
ahead of his time by about thirty years in his expansionism, the new 
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territory received the ungracious nicknames of “Seward’s Icebox” 
and “Seward’s Folly.” But the discovery of gold in the 1890s and the 
vicissitudes of twentieth-century world politics showed the wisdom 
of his move. Seward retired in March 1869 and died a few years later 
at his Auburn, New York, home. 


SEYMOUR, HORATIO. See ELECTION OF 1868. 
SHANNON, WILSON. See KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER WARS. 
SHARPSBURG, BATTLE OF. See MARYLAND CAMPAIGN. 


SHELLABARGER-CHASE THEORY OF FORFEITED RIGHTS. 
See RECONSTRUCTION, THEORIES OF. 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY. Part of the great valley that includes the 
Cumberland in Pennsylvania, the Shenandoah was a critical geo- 
graphic feature in Virginia, because of a peculiar fact of its tilting 
toward Washington and away from Richmond. Hence it was of 
more military interest to the Confederates as it offered a covered 
path to the Federal capital. Union troops in it wound up farther 
away from the Confederate capital as they progressed southward. It 
was also the breadbasket for Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) army, 
which made it liable to much destruction, particularly later in the 
war, when that became a key Union policy to limit Confederate of- 
fensive and defensive capabilities. 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAMPAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 
Cognizant of Maj. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson’s (q.v.) ef- 
fect on the Union command system in conducting the Battle of 
Kernstown (q.v.), Jefferson Davis’s (q.v.) military advisor, Gen. 
Robert E. Lee (q.v.), got together with Jackson up on the Virginia 
Central Railroad and planned an even bigger action in the valley to 
cause President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) to worry more about the 
security of Washington and deny McClellan the troops necessary 
for victory. 

Jackson went right to work. Reinforced by the division of Richard 
S. Ewell, Jackson stationed Ewell at Swift Run Gap in the Blue 
Ridge in his own camp, and pulled his own division out and marched 
south to Staunton. There he met the brigade of Brig. Gen. Edward 
Johnson and the two men moved west into the mountains to Mc- 
Dowell. Taking position on a prominent hill (8 May 1862), Jackson 
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fended off attacks of the lead Union units commanded by Maj. Gen. 
John Charles Frémont (q.v.), a former Republican (q.v.) politician 
turned general. Although Jackson was nearly overrun, he managed 
to hold on, forcing Frémont into retreat. Jackson sent cavalry raiders 
all over the western Virginian mountains to cut down trees and block 
any roads Frémont might use to enter Virginia in the future. 

Then Jackson and Johnson rejoined Ewell and began marching 
up the valley toward Winchester, held by Union Maj. Gen. 
Nathaniel P. Banks. As Jackson marched north, he came upon a pe- 
culiar geographic feature in the valley: Massanutten Mountain. The 
highway ran to the west of the mountain, which paralleled the Blue 
Ridge for some miles. In the middle of the mountain was the Luray 
Gap. Jackson kept his cavalry active to hold Banks’s attention on 
the west side and crossed his infantry to the east. This put him be- 
hind Banks, who advanced on what he mistakenly thought was 
Jackson’s main force. 

On 23 May, Jackson (with Ewell and Johnson) piled into Front 
Royal, held only by one Union regiment. Facing sixteen to one odds, 
the Yankees broke in minutes. Jackson pursued vigorously, meeting 
Banks at Middletown (24 May). Banks was falling back toward Win- 
chester posthaste, now that Jackson was in his rear. Jackson pum- 
meled Banks’s rear guard, and the next day, Jackson hit Banks’s force 
at Winchester. For three hours the Federals shot up Jackson’s and 
Ewell’s men until finally Richard Taylor’s Louisiana brigade hit the 
Federal right flank. The whole Confederate line advanced and 
Banks’s entire force ran all the way to Harpers Ferry. 

As Jackson’s little army threatened Harpers, he found himself in 
real trouble. President Lincoln saw it, too. Jackson was north of 
where two Federal forces, one from the west under Frémont (forced 
north by Jackson’s tree choppers) and another from Fredericksburg 
under Brig. Gen. James Shields, could enter the valley and he was 
farther from Winchester than either of them. If Banks counterat- 
tacked and pursued Jackson down the valley, it would be possible to 
ensnare Jackson’s 16,000 in a trap laid by 64,000 Union troops. Jack- 
son sent his men off marching with a speed that earned them the title 
“foot cavalry.” He beat all of the Federals to Winchester and fell back 
beyond it. Frémont came in behind him ahead of Banks, who was 
slow as usual, and Shields turned south at Front Royal, hoping to get 
to the southern end of Massanutten Mountain ahead of Jackson. 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S) ® 549 


Jackson won this race, too. He crossed the Shenandoah River with 
his division and defeated Shields at Port Republic (9 June). At the 
same time, Ewell, bringing up the rear, threw back Frémont at Cross 
Keys (8 June) and retreated, burning the bridges behind him (9 June). 
The Valley Campaign was over. McClellan did not get his reinforce- 
ments, and Jackson was on the east side of the Blue Ridge, bridges 
burned behind him, ready to reinforce Richmond himself for the 
Seven Days Campaign (q.v.). 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERI- 
DAN’S). After Confederate Lt. Gen. Jubal Early (q.v.) had pulled 
back from the forts surrounding Washington in his 1864 summer raid, 
he encamped in the Berryville region on the east side of the Blue 
Ridge opposite Winchester and made life miserable for the Federals 
and their supporters. Federal Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) finally 
decided not to rely on half measures and sent one of his chief subor- 
dinates, Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.), to get rid of Early, per- 
manently. 

Sheridan had a powerful force to do the job—the VI Corps from 
Grant’s force at the Petersburg siege (q.v.), the XIX Corps from 
Louisiana, and the VIII Corps from Baltimore. In addition, he had a 
very powerful cavalry contingent from Petersburg and Baltimore. Al- 
though Early had been reinforced again from Gen. Robert E. Lee’s 
(q.v.) army at Richmond and Petersburg, Early had a difficult posi- 
tion to defend. Sheridan could come at him from two directions, with 
men to spare, outnumbering Early four to one. 

After an extended time of maneuver and countermaneuver, Early 
set up defending Winchester from north of the town in the Shenan- 
doah Valley and the gaps east of the town behind Berryville. The bat- 
tle lasted longer that it ought to have, because Sheridan’s attack from 
the east got clogged up on itself in the Blue Ridge gaps. But by 
evening on 19 September 1864, the Third Battle of Winchester was 
over and Early’s men were streaming south in an orderly retreat. 
Sheridan lost 5,000 casualties to Early’s 4,000. 

Early stopped his withdrawal at Strasbourg, where the Shenandoah 
River crowds the valley close to the mountains at Fisher’s Hill. He 
set up his line behind Tumbling Run. Early was weakened by his 
losses at Third Winchester and the removal of Maj. Gen. John Breck- 
inridge’s (q.v.) men from his command. He tried to fill in by using his 
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cavalry as dismounted infantry. Sheridan came up and confronted 
Early on 22 September. Rather than make a head-on attack, Sheridan 
took all day to laboriously place a corps and his cavalry opposite 
Early’s left. Late in the day they advanced, rolling up Early’s whole 
line. Only dark and poor Union cavalry commanders saved the Con- 
federate army from annihilation. Sheridan lost 500 men, while Early 
lost twice that plus 1,100 prisoners and a dozen guns. 

Grant proposed that Sheridan advance to Charlottesville and de- 
stroy the Virginia Central Railroad, advancing on Richmond from the 
west. Sheridan feared that this would scatter his command and retired 
on Winchester, proposing to send reinforcements to Grant as the sit- 
uation allowed. Sheridan began his withdrawal, his men stripping the 
valley bare, burning all they could not carry off. Confederate cavalry 
continued to harass the withdrawal, so much so that Sheridan told his 
horsemen to “whip or get whipped.” The two mounted contingents 
met at Tom’s Brook on 9 October, where the Yankees defeated the 
Confederates so thoroughly as to result in the so-called Woodstock 
Races, as they tried to escape capture. 

Although defeated, Early refused to give up. He still believed that 
he could give Sheridan a whipping under the correct circumstances. 
Lee agreed and sent him reinforcements. Meanwhile, the bored 
Union troops encamped at Cedar Creek near Winchester let their 
guard down. On 19 October, Early’s men attacked out of the creek 
bottom, thoroughly surprising and routing Sheridan’s soldiers. Sheri- 
dan heard the firing in Winchester and immediately rode to the fight 
in time to stop the rout late in the day. The starving Confederates, 
meanwhile, went crazy at the wealth of food left behind in the Union 
camps and let off in their pursuit. The result was that Sheridan led a 
massive counterattack that sent the disorganized Rebels flying. 

Sheridan’s men completed their devastation of the valley with lit- 
tle interference, carrying out Grant’s instructions that had also been 
given to Hunter earlier. Sheridan later bragged that the destruction 
was so thorough that “even crows will have to carry their own 
provender.” What was left of Early’s army was destroyed at Waynes- 
boro, just before Sheridan left with his cavalry to join Grant for the 
Appomattox Campaign (q.v.). 


SHERIDAN, PHILIP H. (1831-1888). Philip H. Sheridan is usually 
said to have been born at Albany, New York, but his family moved a 
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lot and Massachusetts and Ohio also claimed him. Appointed to West 
Point from Ohio, Sheridan took five years to complete the four-year 
course, his academic career being marred by a hot temper. After a 
one-year suspension, he graduated in 1853 and was sent off to the Pa- 
cific Northwest, where he fought in several short, nasty American In- 
dian wars. At the beginning of the Civil War, Sheridan was a quar- 
termaster lieutenant with few prospects. He soon faced a 
court-martial for improperly giving out vouchers for supplies, but 
managed to get out of the command area and back to St. Louis in time 
to avoid trial. He was a roving horse buyer for the U.S. Army when 
the chance for a combat command opened up, and, shortly afterward, 
Sheridan became the colonel of the 2nd Minnesota Cavalry. 

Sheridan was a master of the battlefield. He had a brigade of cav- 
alry within a week and a division of infantry in the Army of the Cum- 
berland in just over a month. He played a prominent part in the Bat- 
tle of Perryville and held on at Stones River (qq.v.) when the rest of 
the Union line ran in confusion, probably saving the day. The army 
thought so and made him a brevet major general. Sheridan continued 
to lead his division at Chickamauga and Missionary Ridge (qq.v.), 
where he stormed the heights and very nearly captured Confederate 
Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.) and his staff. As it was, only Sheridan’s di- 
vision had the cohesion left after the fight to make a credible pursuit. 
In the spring of 1864, Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), who had 
viewed Sheridan’s masterful performance at Missionary Ridge, 
brought the young general east to put some spirit and organization 
into the cavalry of the Army of the Potomac. 

In Virginia, Sheridan bristled at the traditional role of the horsemen 
as guards and messengers and with Grant’s approval took the cavalry 
off on a raid to Richmond, hoping to entice the Confederate cavaliers 
of Maj. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart (q.v.) into a fight. Sheridan accomplished 
his goal and met Stuart at Yellow Tavern, where he slammed into the 
Rebel cavalry corps and killed Stuart in the process. Sheridan went 
on to lead the Union Army of the Shenandoah in the Second Shenan- 
doah Valley Campaign (q.v.), where he defeated Maj. Gen. Jubal 
Early’s (q.v.) graybacks at Opequon, Fisher’s Hill, and Cedar Creek. 
Returning to Grant and the Army of the Potomac in 1865, Sheridan 
took the cavalry corps on a ten-day campaign that finally cornered 
Robert E. Lee’s Army of Virginia at Appomattox (qq.v.) and forced 
his surrender. At the end of the war, he was, along with Grant and 
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Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.), one of the best-known North- 
ern generals of the conflict. 

But Grant had one more assignment for Sheridan. He was to go to 
New Orleans and organize an expedition to conquer Texas, as yet unaf- 
fected by the war, and overawe the French forces in Mexico under Max- 
imilian (q.v.). Sheridan accomplished the task with his usual aplomb, 
finding that the rumors that Texas would fight false, and opened up 
communications with Mexico’s president, Benito Judrez. Sheridan then 
proceeded to transfer numerous surplus arms to Juarez, which caused 
somewhat of a diplomatic scandal, but gave the French notice that the 
United States was not happy about their Mexican incursion. 

After settling down to the more mundane occupation duties, Sheri- 
dan got a real surprise that disturbed the deep recesses of his orderly 
military soul. Southern politicians were sneaky, behind-the-scene 
manipulators and friends one day and back-stabbing traitors the next. 
No matter what reasonable request Sheridan might have, there were 
always complications and negotiations. These Southern politicians 
never seemed to recognize an order when they received one. He es- 
pecially believed that the elected governors of Louisiana (James 
Madison Wells) and Texas (James W. Throckmorton [q.v.]) were 
scoundrels. Louisiana particularly baffled him. There was always a 
second board or another committee that claimed to be more legal than 
the first. Both state legislatures passed discriminatory Black Codes 
and rejected the Fourteenth Amendment (qq.v.), and Texas even tried 
to raise its own militia composed of ex-Confederate soldiers ostensi- 
bly to protect the state’s western frontier. It was all highly “anom- 
alous,” to use the general’s favorite word to describe anything he did 
not like (he used it a lot, too). 

Sheridan had many anomalies to handle in 1866. He was con- 
stantly rushing from trouble spot to trouble spot, putting out political 
fires. First, he was off to the Rio Grande, where black Union soldiers 
had crossed the river to attack a French garrison inside Mexico led by 
a former Confederate officer. Then, he was back in New Orleans 
when the city blew up in a race riot designed to prevent loyal men 
from having a political meeting to reconvene the wartime convention 
set up under Abraham Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan (qq.v.). Next, he 
was back in Texas to put down the hostile reaction to soldiers burn- 
ing the business section in the small town of Brenham. Later, he was 
back in Louisiana to supervise the registration of voters for the new 
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state constitutional convention demanded by the Military Recon- 
struction Acts (q.v.). Then, he was off to Texas to do the same. It was 
all very frustrating. 

Sheridan sat down and reexamined the congressional legislation to 
see if he might not clean out some of the political deadwood in 
Louisiana and Texas to lessen his chores. He targeted Louisiana’s Gov- 
ernor Wells first, although Bvt. Maj. Gen. Charles Griffin (q.v.), his 
Texas subordinate, claimed the right to fire Texas Governor Throck- 
morton as quickly as possible. Gen. Grant told Sheridan to hold off. He 
was not sure military commanders had the right to move against 
elected civil officials. But Grant also said that he might try removing 
some lower officials to see what good it did. Sheridan fired one regis- 
tration officer in New Orleans for intimidating black voters. He reor- 
ganized the New Orleans police to require that half be former Union 
soldiers. Then he moved on the state levee board. Typically Louisiana- 
style, there were two boards, one appointed by the governor and an- 
other established by the state legislature. Sheridan fired both and set up 
a third board of men of his own choosing. He integrated the streetcars 
in New Orleans. Finally, having weathered these storms, Sheridan fired 
Governor Wells as a “political trickster and dishonest man” and re- 
placed him with Benjamin F. Flanders. When Wells refused to leave his 
office, Sheridan told him to get out or be dragged out by a squad of in- 
fantry. Wells left. The country went wild, both pro and con. 

While Sheridan kept the public eye on his removal policy, with 
Grant’s approval he secretly permitted voter registrars to contravene 
a decision of the U.S. attorney general that would have liberalized the 
process for ex-Confederates. Sheridan and Grant looked at the ruling 
as an opinion with which reasonable men could disagree. Sheridan 
believed that registrars as the government’s representatives in the 
field ought to have wide discretion in registration. By summer, how- 
ever, this policy could no longer be kept secret, and President Andrew 
Johnson (q.v.) ordered Grant to change it. Then, in July 1867, Con- 
gress vindicated Sheridan’s desire to replace politicians who were 
“impediments to Reconstruction” in the Third Military Reconstruc- 
tion Act (q.v.). Griffin had been pestering him to move against 
Throckmorton, who became the first official removed under the new 
act. In retaliation, President Johnson fired Sheridan and replaced him 
with a general known for his Democratic (q.v.) politics, Maj. Gen. 
Winfield Scott Hancock (q.v.). 
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After his removal from the Fifth Military District, Sheridan was 
put in charge of subduing the Plains Indians. He went about the job 
with a ruthless efficiency, turning loose his chief weapon, the 7th 
Cavalry under Bvt. Maj. Gen. George Armstrong Custer. The result 
was the Battle of the Washita, after which many of the Southern 
Cheyenne came in to surrender. In 1870, Sheridan went to Europe as 
an American observer for the Franco-Prussian War. He traveled with 
the Prussian forces and admired their ability to mobilize soldiers us- 
ing their railroad system. They in turn admired his ability to conduct 
campaigns in the no-quarter style of the Uhlans, the feared cavalry of 
the new German army. 

In 1874, Sheridan (Sherman had refused to go) was sent back to 
Louisiana as a special presidential emissary to make recommenda- 
tions on suppressing the White League (q.v.) movement. Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. William Emory quickly was aware that he no longer com- 
manded in the state —all decisions would be up to Sheridan. Sheridan 
immediately saw to it that five critical seats in the state legislature 
went to the Republican (q.v.) claimants. The army escorted the Dem- 
ocrats out of the house by threat of bayonet point. Then Sheridan 
wrote Grant and suggested that the White Leaguers be declared “ban- 
ditti” and all arrested and tried by military commission. But Grant 
was not about to declare martial law as the Northern public would not 
stand for it. And Northern public criticism was mild compared to 
what Southern whites thought. All Grant could do was disown Sheri- 
dan’s bluster and call him to Washington for consultation. The result 
was that Gen. Emory lost his job as a concession to Sheridan’s ego 
and inability to act. Sheridan would return during the crisis in 1876, 
but accomplish even less. Reconstruction was over and Sheridan’s 
style of command no longer mattered. 

After his trip to the South, Sheridan was once more placed in 
charge of the West. The 1876 Sioux Campaign that resulted in the 
Battles of the Rosebud and the Little Big Horn was accomplished un- 
der his tutelage. Although his men lost every battle, they won the war 
by forcing the Sioux and their Northern Cheyenne allies to come into 
the reservations and sue for peace just to eat. Sheridan recognized 
that the slaughter of the buffalo by the hide hunters was probably the 
real factor that won the war. 

After Sherman’s retirement, Sheridan took over command of the 
army. He was not hesitant to use armed force against any people who 
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seemed to threaten the advance of the American demigod of his day: 
progress. Whether it was Southern whites challenging the Recon- 
struction of the South, Native Americans trying to protect heir home- 
lands, or Northern laborers trying to protect their jobs and wages 
through unionization and strikes, Sheridan was more than willing to 
act as their destroyer for the greed of the government and its politi- 
cians, contractors, and agents. He was the perfect military man of 
nineteenth-century America. 


SHERMAN, JOHN (1823-1900). The brother of Maj. Gen. William 
T. Sherman (q.v.), John Sherman was born in Lancaster, Ohio. His fa- 
ther died early and his mother had to farm out her eleven children to 
relatives and friends to get by. Sherman lived with a distant cousin of 
his father, who saw to it the boy received an excellent education at 
schools in Lancaster and Mt. Vernon. He developed a real talent for 
mathematics and surveying, and by age fourteen Sherman was work- 
ing on various internal improvements that dotted the Ohio landscape. 
By age sixteen he was a foreman of work on a canal. He was soon 
dismissed from the job because he was from a Whig (q.v.) family and 
the Democrats (q.v.) had just taken the state. It was a sobering expe- 
rience for the rabble-rousing John, who took a long look at his life 
and decided to mend his ways. He became a sober, cautious man, 
read law, and passed the bar by 1844. At the same time, he engaged 
in lumbering and real estate and got married. The Shermans never 
had any children of their own, but they did adopt a daughter. 

After entering the law, Sherman became interested in Whig poli- 
tics and worked in the party’s state organization, attending the na- 
tional conventions of 1848 and 1852. He held no public office until 
the wave of anti-Nebraska hysteria hit the North and carried Sherman 
into republicanism (q.v.) and election to Congress. 

Although by nature Sherman was not a vindictive man, when it 
came to the war and Reconstruction (q.v.), he voted the Radical pro- 
gram of rejection of Southern congressmen and senators in 1866, the 
imposition of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) in 1867, and for 
the guilty verdict on President Andrew Johnson’s impeachment 
(qq.v.) trial in 1868. Why? Because it was dangerous not to do so and 
expect to be reelected. But Sherman was not shy in imposing his 
more conservative views on Reconstruction. It was he who wrote the 
initial Military Reconstruction Acts, removing much of their harsh- 
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ness while retaining civil rights for blacks. He also spoke out against 
impeaching the president over the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.) be- 
cause, as he astutely pointed out, Johnson had never thrown Secre- 
tary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) out of office—he still physi- 
cally held it. But Sherman voted to convict, partly because he did not 
have to vote to acquit to save the president—seven other Republicans 
by prearrangement had agreed to save Johnson. His career was saved 
for the future. 

Throughout his public career Sherman was a careful politician, not 
taking radical positions and becoming a student of the money issue 
(q.v.) and government. Sherman was a hard-money man and his ideas 
on promoting specie resumption (the so-called Crime of ’73 [q.v.]) 
were blamed for the Panic of 1873. But he redeemed himself in 1878 
as secretary of the treasury by allowing more inflation and the use of 
gold and silver coin. 

He served in the House (1855-1861); was elected to the Senate in 
place of Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), who became Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) 
secretary of the treasury, and served three terms (1861-1877); was sec- 
retary of the treasury under Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.) (1877-1881); 
returned to the Senate for three more terms (1881-1897); and ended 
his long career as secretary of state under William McKinley 
(1897-1898). Sherman also had a desire to be president. He ran in 
1880, 1884, and 1888, only to lose out to other men each time. 


SHERMAN, WILLIAM T. (1820-1891). Second only to Lt. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) in his popularity at the end of the Civil War, 
William Tecumseh Sherman was raised by his neighbor, Thomas Ew- 
ing, a politician of some influence who got him his appointment to 
the U.S. Military Academy. Graduating sixth in the class of 1840, 
Sherman served in Florida and South Carolina. At the start of the War 
with Mexico, Sherman wanted to get to the action in Texas, but was 
sent instead to California by way of Cape Horn, missing the war en- 
tirely. After a stint as an adjutant general, Sherman returned to the 
East and married his foster sister. Transferred to the commissary de- 
partment, Sherman went to St. Louis. There he learned that he had 
been made a partner in a local bank. He resigned his commission and 
became a businessman. Sherman represented the bank in California 
and practiced law in New York and Kansas, before being appointed 
to head the Louisiana Military Academy at Pineville. He resigned 
when the state seceded in 1861. 
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Sherman was made a colonel of the new 13th Infantry and fought 
as a brigade commander at the First Battle of Manassas (q.v.). He was 
sent to Kentucky and deemed to be insane because of his prescription 
that it would take 200,000 men to hold that area for the Union. After 
a leave home, Sherman wound up in Paducah, Kentucky, under Maj. 
Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.). Their professional and private friend- 
ship grew day by day thereafter. A division commander during the 
Shiloh Campaign (q.v.), Sherman was seriously wounded. Returning 
to Grant’s command as a major general, Sherman was made a corps 
commander during the Vicksburg Campaign and the Chattanooga 
Campaign (qq.v.). He took over as commander of the western theater 
of the war in 1864, when Grant went east. Sherman then conducted 
the Atlanta Campaign and the March to the Sea (qq.v.). By making 
war against civilian property, Sherman is considered one of the first 
truly modern generals. After reaching Savannah, Sherman turned 
north in the Carolinas Campaign (q.v.), forcing the surrender of the 
Confederacy’s second most important army at Durham Station (q.v.), 
North Carolina. 

It was during the negotiation for the surrender of this army that 
Sherman overstepped his bounds and included several political pro- 
visions for calling the legislatures of the various seceded states into 
session to repeal secession and rejoin the Union. Sherman believed 
that he was acting under the guidelines that he had discussed with 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) previously. But Lincoln was dead, 
and the result was a severe rebuke from Secretary of War Edwin 
McM. Stanton (q.v.) and a forced renegotiation of the surrender doc- 
ument. 

A well-known negrophobe, Sherman refused to get involved in 
Reconstruction, preferring to subdue the Native Americans of the 
Great Plains from his headquarters in St. Louis. He became lieutenant 
general in 1869, upon Grant’s accession to the presidency. Sherman 
retired in 1884. Extremely antipolitical, he is known for his refusal to 
be put up as a presidential candidate, “If nominated I shall not run; if 
elected I shall not serve.” 


SHILOH CAMPAIGN. When Gen. Albert Sidney Johnston (q.v.) ar- 
rived in Tennessee in 1862, he found the situation to be very difficult. 
Like President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), the Confederates did not 
want to violate Kentucky neutrality. But unlike the Union command- 
ers, who could sit behind the Ohio River, the Confederates had no 
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natural geographic barriers to station their defensive lines on. All the 
rivers ran north and south at the border. Even the mountains did the 
same. When Confederate Gen. Leonidas Polk moved north on his 
own volition to the bluffs at Columbus, Kentucky, on 4 September 
1861, the whole Kentucky situation became more fluid. The Rebels 
had violated the sacred neutrality. Now anyone could enter Kentucky, 
the harm having been already done. 

Forced by Polk’s unfortunate strategic independence to secure as 
much of Kentucky as possible, Johnston immediately moved his 
forces out of Tennessee to the Bowling Green, Kentucky, area. John- 
ston was obsessed by the idea of Maj. Gen. Don Carlos Buell’s (q.v.) 
Union army coming south through Bowling Green to the exclusion of 
all else. This was particularly true when he lost his right flank cover- 
ing force in the Cumberland Mountains at a sharp battle at Logan’s 
Crossroads and the ensuing disastrous retreat through Mill Springs. 
This was the first Union victory since the Yankee defeat in the First 
Battle of Manassas (q.v.), and cost the Confederates what little re- 
spect they had in the Tory counties of eastern Tennessee. Johnston’s 
attitude offered the Union commander in Paducah, Brig. Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.), an opportunity to slip between him and Polk, 
using the Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers as invasion routes, 
backed by Flag Off. Andrew Foote’s gunboats. Each river was 
blocked by a fortification: Ft. Henry on the Tennessee and Ft. Donel- 
son (qq.v.) on the Cumberland. 

On 6 February 1862, Grant and Foote moved on Ft. Henry, the 
western-most and weakest of the forts, which surrendered to Foote 
after a short naval bombardment. Fortunately, Foote’s naval batteries 
had outranged the land guns in Ft. Henry. But Ft. Donelson was bet- 
ter sited and armed than Henry. When Foote tried to force the issue 
on 14 February with a naval bombardment, Donelson’s bigger guns 
smashed his little fleet. Foote drifted out of range and waited for 
Grant’s infantry to invest the land side of the fort. But the Confeder- 
ates attacked Grant on 15 February, and forced open the escape route 
to Clarksville and Nashville. 

After much argument, the Rebels pulled back into their original 
lines. Two successive commanders deserted their commands, forcing 
Brig. Gen. Simon Buckner to ask Grant for terms. Grant sent him his 
famous answer: “Unconditional surrender.” Buckner reluctantly ac- 
cepted and Grant had captured the first of three Confederate armies 
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(this one about 15,000 strong) he would capture during the war. 
Meanwhile, Johnston retreated out of Kentucky into northern Missis- 
sippi at Corinth to plan a new strategy. 

Leaving the occupation of Clarksville and Nashville to Buell’s 
Army of the Cumberland, Grant followed the Tennessee River south 
to Pittsburg Landing. He sent his men inland to camp around Shiloh 
Church, in anticipation of a move to Corinth to confront Johnston. 
Stiffened by the arrival of the hero of Ft. Sumter and Manassas, Maj. 
Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (qq.v.), Johnston surprised Grant by attack- 
ing his sleeping camp on 6 April. Initially quite successful, the Con- 
federate onslaught was held up by Union defense of a hollow that be- 
came known as the Hornet’s Nest. While organizing troops for an 
attack here, Johnston received a leg wound, from which he bled to 
death. Beauregard took over and pushed the attack on. By nightfall, 
the Federal forces were holding a line with their backs to the river 
and swamps, covered by the river gunboats at Pittsburg Landing. 

Unfortunately for the Rebels, their attack had been organized with 
units in line rather than column. This meant that by the end of the 
day, divisions and corps were so intermingled as to make control all 
but impossible. It took all night for the mess to be straightened out. 
Meanwhile, Grant received reinforcements from Buell, which al- 
lowed the Yankees to commence their own attack the next morning. 
The fighting raged all day, but superior Union numbers foretold the 
result. By nightfall, the Confederate army was in full retreat back to 
Corinth. An aggressive rearguard action led by Gen. Nathan Bedford 
Forrest’s (q.v.) cavalry soon stopped all idea of pursuit. 

As Grant and Buell pushed up the Tennessee and Cumberland, an- 
other Union army led by Brig. Gen. John Pope (q.v.) was advancing 
down the Mississippi from the abandoned Confederate bastion at 
Columbus. He faced the dual fortifications of New Madrid, Mis- 
souri, and Island No. 10 (Mississippi River islands were numbered 
from the north for navigation purposes) at a sharp bend on the Ten- 
nessee side of the river. Pope instituted siege operations, forcing the 
Rebels to abandon New Madrid and concentrate their forces on the 
mainland behind Island No. 10. Pope proceeded to construct a canal 
on the Missouri side to bypass the bottleneck at Island No. 10. This 
accomplished, he ferried his men and cannon behind the Confeder- 
ate position and forced the surrender of 3,500 men on 7 April, thus 
opening the river to Ft. Pillow above Memphis. A running gun bat- 
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tle between rival river fleets in a Confederate surprise attack at Plum 
Run Bend scattered the Union river fleet. But the Yankee rivermen 
recovered quickly and administered a crushing defeat on the Con- 
federate fleet at Memphis, and the fall of Ft. Pillow and the capture 
of Memphis soon followed. 

Meanwhile, Commo. David G. Farragut’s (q.v.) ocean fleet had 
come up the Mississippi from the Second Battle of New Orleans (q.v.) 
to Vicksburg and began to bombard the city’s riverside defenses on 16 
May. A brigade of infantry disembarked on the Louisiana side to try to 
build a canal across the isthmus on that shore but failed. Although Far- 
ragut was joined by the river gunboats fresh from their victory at Mem- 
phis, and Confederate defenses were at best piecemeal, the dogged re- 
fusal of the Rebels to yield and the withdrawal of Pope’s army to the 
line of the Tennessee River in support of the Corinth push sent Farragut 
down to the Gulf and the riverboats back up to Memphis by 26 July. 

The infantry with Farragut had disembarked at Baton Rouge, and 
on 5 August they received a two-pronged attack from land and river, 
led by Maj. Gen. John C. Breckinridge (q.v.), the former vice presi- 
dent under James Buchanan (q.v.) and 1860 Democratic (q.v.) presi- 
dential candidate. The Confederates drove the Yankees from their 
camps around the town cemetery but had to yield in turn as they came 
under fire from the river gunboats moored nearby. The ironclad CSS 
Arkansas was supposed to nullify the gunboats’ cover fire, but its en- 
gines failed as it approached the city and it had to be destroyed by its 
crew to prevent capture. 

Back at Pittsburg Landing on the Tennessee, Maj. Gen. Henry W. 
Halleck (q.v.) arrived on the field. As department commander, he 
combined the armies of Grant, Buell, and Pope under himself and 
probed toward Corinth. Each night the army stopped and entrenched 
to prevent another Shiloh-style surprise attack. After advancing at the 
measured pace of about twenty miles in a month, on 10 June Halleck 
entered Corinth, which the outnumbered Confederates had aban- 
doned at the end of May. The Shiloh Campaign was over at last. The 
Yankees were in northern Mississippi, but because Halleck had un- 
wisely pulled Pope away from the river, the Rebels still blocked the 
Mississippi River at Vicksburg. 


SHILOH CHURCH, BATTLE OF. In early April 1862, Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) and his five-division army were at a 
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small river wharf where the Tennessee River crossed the Tennessee- 
Mississippi border called Pittsburg Landing. The men were camped 
around a small county church named Shiloh. There was no attempt 
made at setting up a defensive camp. The Rebels were at Corinth, 
miles to the south, so no one expected an attack. 

Yet, on 6 April at dawn, Gen. Albert Sidney Johnston’s (q.v.) Con- 
federate army slammed into Grant’s sleeping men, turning the morn- 
ing into the bloodiest day the nation had seen so far. Most of the sol- 
diers on both sides were green recruits. The rule was that they would 
either run at the first shot or stay and fight stubbornly to the end. 
Most of the men on both sides stayed to fight. 

The surprised Yankees were overwhelmed at first. But gradually, 
resistance seemed to increase at a hollow about halfway through the 
Union position near the Tennessee River that became known as the 
Hornet’s Nest. Grant came down to the battlefield from his quarters 
at Savannah lower on the river and ordered Brig. Gen. Stephen 
Prentiss to hold it at all costs. Grant needed time to create a defen- 
sive line at the river itself. Prentiss’s men held until 5:30 p.m., until 
sixty-two Confederate fieldpieces literally blew his men away. The 
Confederates lost heavily, too, including Gen. Johnston, who was 
replaced by Maj. Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard (q.v.). Many Union de- 
fenders tried to escape capture by retreating through a draw re- 
named Hell’s Hollow after the battle. Another 2,200 surrendered 
with Prentiss. 

Meanwhile, Union officers massed their artillery: large-bore siege 
guns, naval cannon from two gunboats off the wharf, and every field- 
piece they could lay their hands on. Erroneously learning that Grant 
could not receive reinforcements in time, Beauregard suspended op- 
erations until the next day and tried to put some order in the inextri- 
cably confused Confederate brigades and divisions. 

The next morning, Grant assembled three divisions that had ar- 
rived during the night and counterattacked. The Confederates were 
driven back over the previous day’s ground until the fighting stag- 
nated at the little church. Informed that the 20,000 reinforcements 
that he was expecting to cross the Mississippi from Arkansas were 
going to be late, Beauregard suspended fighting at dusk and with- 
drew from the field. A pursuit the next day was stopped by Confed- 
erate cavalry led by Col. Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.), who was 
wounded in the fighting. 
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Shiloh Church was the first real battle of the war. Everything else 
had been a prelude. With losses running at just over 13,500 for the 
combined Union armies and 10,600 for the Confederates, hospital fa- 
cilities were overwhelmed. It took over a week just to find the 
wounded and get them to preliminary treatment. Every town in the 
Mississippi Valley, North or South, suffered the loss of its sons. 
Shiloh put an end to the romance of war. It also put an end to the no- 
tion of a compromise between the North and the South. The grief had 
been too great and would grow worse still. It would be a war to the 
bloody end, winner take all. Shiloh determined that— although not all 
understood it yet. 


SHOTGUN PLAN. After the Enforcement Acts (q.v.) dispersed the Ku 
Klux Klan (q.v.), the first Mississippi Plan (q.v.) or Shotgun Plan 
came into vogue. Organizations, no longer secret and generally re- 
ferred to as rifle clubs, such as the Red Shirts and the White League 
(qq.v.), actually fielded armies with cannon and fought openly 
against Loyalist blacks and whites of the pro-federal black and tan 
(q.v.) militia. The most spectacular example occurred in 1874, when 
the Louisiana White League defeated the Republican Metropolitan 
Police and loyal militia led by none other than Gen. Robert E. Lee’s 
(q.v.) former right-hand man, Lt. Gen. James Longstreet (q.v.), now 
a Scalawag (q.v.) political appointee. This Battle of Canal Street or 
the Third Battle of New Orleans (q.v.) guaranteed the redemption of 
Louisiana as did the activities of similar groups in South Carolina and 
Mississippi. Recently, there has been much political flak in New Or- 
leans, now about 80 percent black in population, over the maintain- 
ing of the monument that was raised on the battle site at the turn of 
the twentieth century. 


SICKLES’S SALIENT, BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


SILVER DEMONETIZATION ACT. See MONEY ISSUE. 


SIOUX UPRISING. In Minnesota during the Civil War, a Santee 
Sioux hunting party coming home without luck picked up some eggs 
that a stray hen had laid by the roadside. When a white man warned 
this was stealing, taunts about who was brave and who was afraid 
were exchanged, and four of the twenty hunters became warriors out 
to prove their bravery, killing several whites coming home from 
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church. The murderers bragged of the deed to their chief, Little Crow. 
A council was assembled and the topic debated. In the end, the tribe 
voted to go to war as all would be blamed for the deaths anyway. Lit- 
tle Crow agreed reluctantly to lead them. 

Little Crow’s leadership was superlative and deadly. The warriors 
fell on every white unlucky enough to be caught out in the open, 
killing the men and children, gang raping women, and scalping all for 
thirty miles around. An estimated 1,500 whites died. Twenty-three 
counties were stripped of all human life. An attack on nearby Ft. 
Ridgley failed after forty of the garrison were dispatched, and the 
hostiles, now some 800 strong, hit New Ulm, fighting house to house. 
The town was fairly well burned, but the whites held on at the center 
square, finally repulsing the attackers. The militia and several Civil 
War veteran regiments under Maj. Gen. John Pope of the Second 
Manassas Campaign (qq.v.) counterattacked and defeated the Amer- 
ican Indians’ main force, which scattered. 

Then the retributions began. Two thousand tribesmen were ar- 
rested, 75 percent of whom had nothing to do with the war. Trials 
lasted less than ten minutes. In the end, 306 were convicted of mur- 
der, rape, and pillage. The local Episcopal bishop begged President 
Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) to intervene, and he pardoned all but thirty- 
six convicted of actual statutory crimes. They were all hanged in one 
spring of the trap at Mankato, as Little Crow managed to escape to 
Canada. He was later shot during an ambush, foolishly having re- 
turned to the United States. His surviving tribesmen, innocent and 
guilty alike, were sent to a Nebraska reservation. 


SLAUGHTERHOUSE CASES (1873). The first litigation under the 
Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), the Slaughterhouse Cases, involved a 
Louisiana abattoir law that had been passed to regulate the slaughter 
of animals in the city of New Orleans. In an attempt to clean up the 
city’s poor sanitation, the state legislature (after the usual bribes and 
payoffs) had decreed that all slaughtering had to take place at one lo- 
cation. Butchers had to pay to use the Crescent City Stock Landing 
and Slaughter House Company, which had the monopoly. The city’s 
butchers sued in a series of cases that were finally combined into 
one, citing the measure as a form of involuntary servitude prohibited 
under the Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.) and a denial of their privi- 
leges and immunities as citizens guaranteed under the Fourteenth 
Amendment (q.v.). 


564 © SLAVE POWER CONSPIRACY 


The U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) dismissed the claims. First, it stated 
that the Thirteenth Amendment was related exclusively to black slav- 
ery. Then the Court disposed of the Fourteenth Amendment’s provi- 
sions in various ways: “privileges and immunities of citizenship” 
were declared to be state and federal, with the federal being limited 
to things such as protection on the high seas and in foreign lands, use 
of domestic rivers and ports, and access to habeas corpus (q.V.); 
“equal protection under the laws” was limited to African Americans 
and involved such illegal state matters as the Black Codes (q.v.); 
while “due process” was satisfied so long as the law in question was 
correctly considered by the legislative body that passed it. Put 
bluntly, there were not many individual rights under the Fourteenth 
Amendment. The Civil Rights Act of 1875 (q.v.), a lifelong project of 
Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner (q.v.), was the congressional 
answer to the Court’s curtailing of the wider implications of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. 


SLAVE POWER CONSPIRACY. The ability of the South to control 
much of antebellum national politics through the use of the clause in 
the Constitution that based representation in Congress on a count of 
the white population plus three-fifths of a state’s slaves led to the no- 
tion that there was a conspiracy to deny the more populous North its 
fair share of national power and came to be seen as the slave power 
conspiracy. It was a separate problem from slavery in the states or the 
territories before the Civil War and, ironically, with the end of slav- 
ery and the counting of the African Americans as full persons, the po- 
litical power of the South actually increased during Reconstruction 
and after, making the black vote necessary as a loyal, antiwhite Dem- 
ocrat, pro-Republican (qq.v.) force on the national scene. 


SLAVERY AS A POSITIVE GOOD, THEORY OF. By the time of 
the Civil War the South looked upon the slavery institution as a pos- 
itive good for the whole nation. It was this concept that caused great 
fear among Northerners such as Abraham Lincoln and William H. 
Seward (qq.v.), especially when it seemed to be endorsed by the 1857 
U.S. Supreme Court case Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.). 

The evolution of slavery into a positive good began with the es- 
tablishment of the United States itself. Before 1830, the South de- 
fended slavery apologetically. Slavery was presented as no crime but 
as a necessary evil. What opposition existed to slavery in the South 
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was confined to a few speculative thinkers such as Thomas Jefferson, 
who rarely acted upon their convictions, or to others such as George 
Washington, James Madison, and James Monroe, who did free their 
bondspeople upon their deaths. 

In the 1830s, after the slave revolts of Denmark Vesey in 
Charleston, South Carolina, and Nat Turner in Southampton County, 
Virginia, two courses of action presented themselves for the South 
and slavery. In Virginia, the institution was debated to it fullest be- 
tween the tidewater and the mountains, in a prelude to the state’s di- 
vision during the Civil War. Historians like to point to this great de- 
bate as evidence of slavery having many opponents in the South. But 
abolition (q.v.) had few proponents in either section of the state un- 
less emancipation (q.v.) were accompanied by compensation for the 
slave owner and transportation of the blacks out of Virginia and/or 
the nation. An attempt to debate the issue at the Tennessee constitu- 
tional convention at the same time failed when the committee re- 
ported that slavery was the only way whites and blacks could live to- 
gether without the terror of a holocaust as experienced in Haiti early 
in the century. 

But the real trend for the future came out of South Carolina, just 
as secession would thirty years later. This was the notion that slav- 
ery was a positive good, for North and South, white and black. The 
Positive Good Doctrine was not a response to the abolitionist attack 
from the North as most believed, but preceded it by some years. The 
slavery as a positive good argument was based on several principles. 
The South defined slavery much differently from the North. Slave- 
holders maintained that their power was limited to property rights 
alone. Ideally, all the slaves lost was their right to self-ownership. 
They still enjoyed the rights to life, marriage, happiness, indeed, 
anything, so long as it was consistent with their obligation to render 
service to the master and mistress for the sustenance they received 
in return. 

There was also the historical argument for slavery. Its existence 
throughout history in nearly every society, especially Jewish, Greek, 
and Roman, was evidence of its righteousness. The South was espe- 
cially interested in the fact that people were often enslaved for losing 
wars. Their own slaves had originally been the losers in African in- 
tertribal wars. It was a condition recognized by international law 
thinkers for centuries to prevent wholesale slaughter of captives. 
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There was also the object lesson argument. Slavery or barbarism 
was a natural condition of the African the world over. In Africa, they 
existed as savages, incapable of modern invention. In Haiti, they re- 
verted to the same condition after gaining their freedom. In the 
British West Indies, the local economies had faltered upon abolition. 
At home, the free blacks lived in a condition barely above savagery, 
unable and unwilling to improve themselves. The latter was espe- 
cially echoed in the North in its own racist feelings. All of this, of 
course, overlooked the legal and informal discriminations that forced 
this condition to occur. 

The South made use of what then passed for science to prove its 
points. Important here was the ethnic factor. Blacks were commonly 
held to be an inferior order of humankind. If this were not true, many 
Southerners admitted, slavery would be an abomination. Most im- 
portant was the idea of craniology, a big favorite in the nineteenth 
century. Dr. Samuel G. Morton pointed out that white skulls had a 
forehead slope that was 800, whereas blacks were about 700, and the 
apes were 680. One can see the possibilities. In this pre-Darwinian 
age, scientists also believed in the diverse origins of the races— 
several creations, not just one. 

Dr. Josiah Nott of Mobile had done much work in this area and had 
a whole laboratory with the skulls of whites, blacks, and apes lined 
up for correct comparison. Along with George Glidden, Nott wrote 
the 1850s’ classic in the field, Types of Mankind. He also followed 
this with a volume of his own, Indigenous Races of the Earth. An- 
other “negro doctor” (a title that covered a multitude of sins), Dr. 
Samuel A. Cartwright, held forth that an African, not the proverbial 
serpent, had tempted Eve in the Garden of Eden. He based his theory 
on the work of Dr. Adam Clark of Britain, who had postulated that 
the creature that had tempted Eve walked erect, spoke, and reasoned, 
and hence was an orangutan. “If he had lived in Louisiana, instead of 
Britain,” said Cartwright, “he would have recognized the NEGRO 
GARDENER.” Evidently, D. H. Lawrence wrote 100 years too late. 
Much of what Cartwright and Nott asserted was roundly condemned 
by Dr. John L. Cabell of Virginia. 

The biblical justification was a powerful force in the nineteenth- 
century United States and was put to use in the case of slavery justi- 
fication. Everything from the fourth to the tenth commandment to the 
usual curse of the descendants of Ham from Genesis was employed. 
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Indeed, John Fletcher of Natchez, Mississippi, had an 1852 tome, 
Studies in Slavery in Easy Lessons, that reviewed the biblical defense 
in depth, using verses from Genesis, Leviticus, and Joshua in the Old 
Testament, and Luke and over a half-dozen of Paul’s letters to show 
that black slavery was divinely inspired. 

Finally, there were social justifications of slavery. The South main- 
tained that the relationship between the various classes and races 
demonstrated the superiority of slave society over free society. Slav- 
ery’s very existence made all whites more equal. The emphasis upon 
wealth in the North to differentiate between classes arrayed Northern 
society into competing haves and have-nots. Those without property 
toyed instead with various “isms” (Fourierism, anarchism, socialism, 
free rentism, free love-ism, perfectionism, Seventh Day Adventism, 
Mormonism, and especially abolitionism) that caused government to 
have to place restrictions upon the lower classes. James Hammond of 
South Carolina said that slavery was necessary for black slaves to 
perform the drudgery of society to free the whites for higher purposes 
of intellect and governance, and this came to be called the “Mudsill 
Theory.” John C. Calhoun of South Carolina was so adamant about 
this class struggle aspect of Northern society that he came to be 
called the “Marx of the Master Class” 100 years later. 

Naturally, if slavery were so good for society, it followed that cer- 
tain reforms would mean more of the good thing for everyone. To 
make slavery more appealing, the slave codes of the South were 
amended in the 1850s to improve their “humane” features and to pro- 
tect the slaves from unscrupulous owners. Then the South called for 
the reopening of the international slave trade that had been closed in 
1808 by the Constitution. After all, such a positive good institution 
with all those wonderful benefits of civilization and Christianization 
must be spread around. In May 1859, a Southern Commercial Con- 
vention meeting at Vicksburg, Mississippi, proposed just that. 


SMALLS, ROBERT (1839-1915). Born in slavery at Beaufort, South 
Carolina, Robert Smalls was educated by his white owners and taken 
to Charleston, where they permitted him to hire his own time as a 
waiter, hack driver, and ship’s rigger. In 1861, Smalls was impressed 
into Confederate service aboard the supply ship CSS Planter, which 
sailed the waters between the various Charleston Harbor fortifica- 
tions. Aboard the ship, Smalls took special care to learn to navigate 
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and pilot the boat. Then on 13 May 1862, taking advantage of the fact 
the white officers slept ashore, Smalls and other crew members smug- 
gled their families on board and steamed out into the harbor. He gave 
the normal whistle signal to keep the Confederate batteries from fir- 
ing on the boat, and as soon as he could he cut loose for the Union 
blockading fleet. 

Smalls became an instant hero. His name and fame spread 
throughout the North, and he was made a pilot in the Union navy and 
given a share of the Planter’s prize money. When the Planter was 
placed in Federal service, Smalls was sent along as pilot. On | De- 
cember 1863, the ship came under fire from shore and the white cap- 
tain panicked and Smalls took command and brought the ship safely 
out of danger. For this act of courage he was made a captain in the 
navy and placed in command of the Planter, a post he held until Sep- 
tember 1866, when the craft was decommissioned. 

Returning ashore, Smalls was a natural as a politician. He was a 
hero to South Carolina blacks for his war record, and the fact that he 
harbored little animosity toward Southern whites, was good hu- 
mored, intelligent, fluent in speech, and moderate in his views on Re- 
construction made him the least objectionable African American in 
the state to whites. His modesty and lack of education alone kept him 
out of the state’s Republican (q.v.) leadership at the beginning. But 
the black voters knew and respected him and he served in the state 
constitutional convention (1868), both houses of the state legislature 
(1868-1870 in the house, 1871-1874 in the senate), and in the U.S. 
Congress (1875-1879, 1882-1887). He also served in the state mili- 
tia and rose to the rank of major general (1865-1887). 

Smalls was not a flashy congressman but he attacked South Car- 
olina Democrats (q.v.) for their violent tactics at election time and 
supported increased access to public accommodations for his race. 
He was convicted of accepting a bribe while state senator, but he was 
admired by so many of both races that South Carolina Democrats 
prevailed upon Governor William D. Simpson to pardon him without 
serving jail time. He was a loyal Stalwart Republican, opposed civil 
service reform (q.v.), and favored increased pensions for Union vet- 
erans. He also tried to gain an extra $30,000 for his wartime heroism 
but failed to convince the rest of Congress. In 1889, Smalls was made 
port collector at Beaufort, a position he held until 1913, with the ex- 
ception of President Grover Cleveland’s second term (1893-1897). 
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In the interim, he was one of six members to the state constitutional 
convention that disfranchised blacks within the scope of the Fifteenth 
Amendment (q.v.), an action that he opposed. 


SMITH, EDMUND KIRBY. See KIRBY SMITH, EDMUND. 


SOCIAL DARWINISM. Society had become more complex with the 
advent of Union victory, the machine, and big business, all of which 
had been driven by the need to defeat the Confederacy by any 
means possible. The United States was changing rapidly from a ru- 
ral to an urban society, with all of the complexities that would be- 
come common to the twentieth century budding out, such as want 
and destitution, unemployment, wandering street people, noise, and 
pollution. There might have been poverty in the prewar agricultural 
society, but farmers could grow and consume their own food. Be- 
fore the Civil War, life had been romantic and comfortable. Events 
were seen as God’s will. 

But during Reconstruction, accelerating in the eras that followed, 
all of this began to change. Everyone wanted in on the “Great Bar- 
becue” —everyone wanted to preempt, squander, and exploit. It was 
an age with a lot of brass but very little gilt. It was fed by the ideas 
of Charles Darwin, a British scientist who had lived for a time on the 
Galapagos Islands off the coast of Ecuador. In 1859, Darwin had pub- 
lished a book on his observations entitled The Origin of the Species. 
Darwin challenged the biblical story of multiple creation by theoriz- 
ing that all species (he did not ever talk about humans specifically) 
evolved from a single act of creation. But he never attacked divine 
creation or biblical revelation. All he did was propose a theory that 
the animal world evolved from a single cell, as it were. 

The problem was not Darwin but what others made of Darwin, 
people who carried his implications into the world of human beings 
and drew pseudoscientific conclusions about human society, using 
selected portions of Darwin’s thesis for their own ends. The result 
was something called Social Darwinism, the foremost advocate of 
which was Englishman Herbert Spencer. In his volume Synthetic 
Philosophy, Spencer claimed that humans passed through evolution- 
ary stages, just like in Darwin’s animal kingdom. Written in the ver- 
nacular rather than stilted academic prose, Spencer’s ideas were an 
instant success. He gave a feeling of progress and scientific mean- 
ing to life beyond the religious. And it was self-congratulatory. It 
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made successful European nations appear as the fittest, following 
the so-called natural laws put forth in Darwin’s work. 

All that was needed was for an American scholar to apply Spencer 
to the United States directly. That man was William Graham Sumner, 
a Yale College professor. In his book Folkways, Sumner united three 
elements of intellectual interest in nineteenth-century America: the 
Protestant ethic (work was good for the soul and pacified and 
cleansed whoever did it); classical economics (the notion that a nat- 
ural law, laissez-faire, ruled the wealth of nations); and natural selec- 
tion (Darwin via Spencer, a person who survived all challenges could 
manage without the aid or interference of government or other human 
cooperative groups). 

It put in pseudoscientific terms something that the United States 
had believed in for a long time: Manifest Destiny. It gave meaning to 
the success of the nation and the need for other less fortunate peoples 
to make way for the superior white culture. It told Americans why the 
Native Americans and the Mexicans were being defeated in the West. 
And it gave new poignancy to the defeat of the Confederacy, the fail- 
ure of Reconstruction, and the subordination of the blacks in the East. 
The race would improve only if the weak were in effect culled out by 
failure, a human natural selective process. Equality was a false idea 
that made for mediocrity. Progress was a notion that made for human 
happiness and was obtained by following natural laws (which Sum- 
ner called by the more friendly term “folkways’’) without government 
interference. 

Once Spencer and Sumner had handled the secular justification, it 
remained necessary to join it with religion. The result was the Gospel 
of Wealth. Most American millionaires at that time were Protestant, 
and a majority of those were Calvinist. Many were very involved with 
their religious denominations. They came to believe that God was only 
superficially against wealth. Were one to dig deeper in the Scriptures, 
ran the argument, one would find that godliness was in league with 
wealth and property rights; indeed, one had a duty to labor and become 
wealthy for it revealed God’s blessing. It also promoted democracy by 
emphasizing individualism, liberty, and laissez-faire. Through hard 
work, sobriety, frugality, initiative, and a pietistic use of wealth to pro- 
mote a Christian society, survival of the fittest became holy and the 
American way. Indeed, the assistance to others through God’s great gift 
of personal wealth built one’s own personal character. 
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The fortunate person who gained wealth was obligated to live 
modestly, shun ostentatious display, provide modestly for his heirs 
(the less the better, as it would make them struggle to survive like 
everyone else), but give the rest back to the less fortunate. Wealth 
was allowed to accumulate so that one person might use its concen- 
tration more effectively with a greater impact than a thousand less 
wealthy could dream of doing. To die rich was disgraceful, and it 
took more talent to give one’s riches away than it did to earn them in 
the first place. Hence, it was best to divest oneself of wealth during 
one’s own lifetime, to see the job was properly done. If one failed to 
meet this obligation, some suggested that the government confiscate 
excess wealth upon the owner’s death. 

Although many adopted Social Darwinism as their own, the con- 
cept was not without its critics. The Religion of Humanity was a sec- 
ular criticism that admitted to the efficacy of Social Darwinism but 
preferred to water down its excessive individualism by emphasizing 
group action. But the churches were not about to lose out to changes 
in late nineteenth-century thought. Their response was the Social 
Gospel, an attack on the rampant individualism of Social Darwinism 
through the reorganization of traditional religion. It challenged Chris- 
tians to respond to slums and wretched economic conditions brought 
on by industrialization and the development of the cities by walking 
in the steps of Christ and following the Golden Rule in a united ef- 
fort of all churches, regardless of denomination. 

Other critics, such as the New Rationalists or New Humanists, is- 
sued the first calls for the welfare state that would be so common in 
the twentieth century. They hoped by applying scientific principles of 
“dynamic sociology” to curb the excesses of wealth and the industrial 
revolution and to create a heaven on earth, instead of the hell that then 
existed. The main way to achieve any reform of society was through 
education. Called pragmatism, because it rejected the straitjacket of 
any one system of ideas as the single truth, this philosophy believed 
that truth was relative to existing experiences and conditions. The re- 
sult of the interplay of all of these ideas was the breakdown of the 
rigid society that existed in the United States before the Civil War. 


SOCIAL GOSPEL. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


SOULE, PIERRE (1802-1870). Born and raised in France, Pierre 
Soulé was educated in Jesuit schools in Toulouse and Bordeaux. He 
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was involved in a plot against Louis XVIII and fled to the Pyrenees, 
where he worked as a shepherd. Returning with a change of regimes, 
Soulé became a journalist and wrote a scathing criticism of the min- 
isters of Charles X. This time he beat the police to Britain, and then 
traveled to Haiti and the United States. He lived in Maryland, Ken- 
tucky, and Tennessee, working as a gardener and learning English, 
before he arrived in New Orleans. There he read law and was admit- 
ted to the bar. 

Soulé was a natural in French-speaking Louisiana. He served in 
the state senate and then for a term in the U.S. Senate as a Democrat 
(q.v.). With the accession of Franklin Pierce (q.v.) to the presidency, 
Soulé was appointed minister to Spain and was one of the authors of 
the controversial Ostend Manifesto (q.v.), calling for the annexation 
of Cuba to the United States. Recalled, he returned to New Orleans 
and practiced law. He backed Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) for president 
in the election of 1860 (q.v.) and, although a Unionist, he followed 
his state in secession. 

During the Civil War, Soulé made several diplomatic trips for the 
Confederacy to Europe. He was arrested in occupied New Orleans 
and faced execution by firing squad, but a change in Union com- 
manding generals saved his life. He served as a staff officer for Gen. 
P. G. T. Beauregard (q.v.) at the Siege of Charleston and evidently 
tried unsuccessfully to recruit a foreign legion to serve the Confeder- 
acy. At the end of the war he fled to Cuba and sponsored a scheme to 
settle Confederate veterans in Maximilian’s Mexico (q.v.). He later 
returned to New Orleans and practiced law until his death. 


SOUTHERN CLAIMS COMMISSION. One of the oddities of the 
Civil War was that there was no “Solid South” or “Solid North.” Over 
300,000 Southerners served in Union blue. Large geographical sec- 
tions of the South had pro-Union populations, especially in the Ap- 
palachian region of Virginia, North Carolina, and Tennessee, the 
northern parts of Arkansas, the western parts of Texas, and a smat- 
tering of counties in other Confederate states. 

In the fifty years that followed the Civil War, Congress received a 
constant stream of appeals by loyal citizens for claims for goods 
taken, given, and used by the advancing Union armies under the Con- 
fiscation Acts (q.v.) and captured under the Abandoned Property Act. 
It was one of the reasons that the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) had de- 
partments for refugees and abandoned lands. The problem became so 
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involved and proof was so often lacking in the form of proper vouch- 
ers that in 1871 Congress established the Southern Claims Commis- 
sion to supervise the process. Its jurisdiction involved the legitimate 
claims held by loyal Southern whites against the government for ser- 
vices rendered during the war, a recognition that some of the white 
South had done the “right” thing and suffered unfairly for it. 

A three-man commission was established to look into the validity 
of the claims. President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) appointed Judge Asa 
Owen Aldis of Vermont, ex-Representative Orange Ferris of New 
York, and ex-Senator James B. Howell of Iowa as the commission 
members. The board was to last two years, but it soon became evi- 
dent from the number of claims filed in the first two days that it 
would have to be continued for many years. Eventually, 22,298 
claims worth over $60 million were filed. 

By 1880, the Southern Claims Commission had paid $4.6 million, 
which compares to the nearly $10 million allowed by the federal 
Court of Claims that handled cotton and contraband confiscations. 
This would seem to indicate that the commission was very careful 
with the government’s money, although public newspapers saw it as 
a vast boondoggle that aided people of dubious loyalty, at best. 


SOUTHERN HOMESTEAD ACT OF 1866. After the Civil War, the 
South became a laboratory for experimentation in the sales of public 
lands. When the South seceded from the Union, there were nearly 48 
million acres of public land held by the states of Alabama, Arkansas, 
Florida, Mississippi, and Louisiana. All other Southern states had no 
federal lands within their boundaries. Generally, it was believed that 
these southern lands were fairly worthless to individual farmers. 
They had been on the market since the 1830s at the standard $1.25 an 
acre, and in 1854 under the Graduated Land Act, prices had been re- 
duced relative to time on the market to as low as 12.5 cents an acre 
with no appreciable increase in sales. 

One of the staunchest Radical Republicans (q.v.) of his day was 
U.S. Senator George W. Julian (q.v.) of Indiana. Julian decided to put 
his love of black liberty and land for the average American together 
in the Southern Homestead Act of 1866. It was a measure designed 
to reserve the unused portions of the South in eighty-acre plots to per- 
sons who could take the ironclad oath (q.v.), that is, loyal whites and 
especially the freedmen. It would be as close to “forty acres and a 
mule” (q.v.) as most ex-slaves would get. 


574 © SOUTHERN MOVEMENT 


The Southern Homestead Act lasted until the end of Reconstruction 
in 1876. By then it had become obvious to the Redeemers (q.v.) that 
economic development of these marginal farmlands would depend on 
their use for lumber or railroads. So as Southern states gained more 
power in Congress, their senators and representatives began to lobby for 
the repeal of Julian’s program. They were assisted by the facts that Ju- 
lian had retired in 1870 and was no longer present to wield his consid- 
erable influence and that Reconstruction fervor on behalf of the freed- 
men upon which the individual homesteads had been based was 
lessening. Hence, the Southern Homestead Act was repealed and the 
lands, particularly in Florida, Mississippi, and Louisiana, were sold off 
to corporations that specialized in the timber business, most of which 
were Northern owned. The best stands of Cypress and yellow pine were 
in the hands of nonresident speculators, who took the cream of the prof- 
its, looting the South once more. It is a seamy side of Reconstruction 
policy that one author cleverly described as the “Era of Good Stealings.” 


SOUTHERN MOVEMENT. See COMPROMISE OF 1850. 


SOUTHERN RECONSTRUCTION. See RECONSTRUCTION, 
SOUTHERN. 


SOUTHERN THEORY OF RECONSTRUCTION. See RECON- 
STRUCTION, THEORIES OF. 


SPANISH FORT, BATTLE OF. See MOBILE CAMPAIGN. 


SPECIAL FIELD ORDERS NO. 15. Issued by Maj. Gen. William T. 
Sherman (q.v.) on 16 January 1865, this edict set aside all land be- 
tween the St. Mary’s River in northern Florida and Charleston, South 
Carolina, and thirty miles inland for the exclusive use of blacks, pro- 
vided that it had not already been sold for nonpayment of taxes. In- 
dividual tracts were not to exceed forty acres each. This order was 
later canceled under President Andrew Johnson’s pardon policies 
(qq.v.), but African Americans managed to purchase large amounts of 
this land, especially in coastal areas such as near Port Royal (q.v.), 
which gave them a unique, independent economic base uncommon to 
the rest of the South. 


SPECIAL ORDERS NO. 191. See LEE’S “LOST ORDER.” 


SPECIAL TAX COMMISSION. The Civil War caused a tremendous 
business expansion in the North, the problems of which came to a 
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head during the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration and would re- 
sult in big business becoming a major voice in the Republican Party 
(q.v.), once dominated by farmers and small businessmen. The two 
problems of concern to business at this time were taxes and the tariff 
on foreign imports. The war had caused all taxes to rise precipitously 
and new ones, such as the income tax, to be imposed. At the same 
time, the Republicans had elevated the tariff to new heights as part of 
the fulfillment of their political platform. Now that the war was over, 
Americans expected relief on both accounts. Everyone wanted taxes 
reduced, but the tariff was another matter. Business and labor groups 
wanted to exclude goods from lower-wage-paying producers overseas 
for better profits to owners and higher wages to American workers. 

Grant appointed a blue-ribbon Special Tax Commission under 
David A. Wells, a professional economist once considered as a pos- 
sible secretary of the treasury. Grant had promised lower taxes in his 
inaugural message and pledged economy in government to help re- 
duce costs (as usual for an incoming administration). Wells’s com- 
mittee took a look at the taxes and suggested that nearly all be re- 
pealed or reduced dramatically. This was very good publicity for the 
Republicans and raised their esteem among the voters. But Wells also 
suggested that the protective tariff be cut to nothing. He said that the 
tariff did not so much protect American infant industries from unfair 
foreign competition as it permitted existing industries to raise prices 
to just under the tariff costs to foreign competitors for extra unearned 
profits. Wells correctly saw that the difference came out of the pock- 
ets of American consumers. 

The Republican Congress thanked Wells for his concern and low- 
ered taxes as he suggested. But it kept the high tariff intact. It was too 
big a pork barrel issue—too many people of influence in the party 
were making money off the tariff differential. They all banded to- 
gether and each voted for the tariff to protect himself and everyone 
else. The Republicans were not above playing the tariff card in a 
wholly arbitrary manner. For example, they cut all tariffs 10 percent 
in 1872 to assist Republican congressmen win their seats, and then 
raised them back up after the victory. The tariff would be a political 
football like this until the New Deal of the 1930s, when Congress 
turned the tariff-making powers over to the president, who used them 
as a treaty device through the Department of State. 


SPECIE RESUMPTION ACT. See MONEY ISSUE. 
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SPENCER, HERBERT. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


SPOTSYLVANIA COURT HOUSE, BATTLES OF. See RICH- 
MOND OR OVERLAND CAMPAIGN. 


SPREAD EAGLE FOREIGN POLICY. During the administrations 
of Franklin Pierce and James Buchanan (qq.v.), the United States 
practiced what was called “Spread Eagle foreign policy.” This in- 
volved support for the Monroe Doctrine (Europe to stay out of the 
Americas, America to stay out of European questions) and expansion 
into the American West and Latin America, generally under the term 
“Manifest Destiny,’ which implied that expansion was America’s 
God-given right. 

Spread Eagle foreign policy had many guises. One was the belief 
in “Young America” (q.v.), the concept that the United States was a 
youthful republic on the rise, as opposed to the “effete monarchies” 
of Europe, which Americans saw on the decline. As such, it was the 
duty of the United States to back the European revolutionaries of 
1848, to give them aid when they were fighting in the streets and cit- 
izenship and a new home when they were on the run, after the revo- 
lutions failed. Of course, this seemed to violate the Monroe Doctrine, 
but Americans were very contradictory and unscrupulous about all of 
this. 

One of the qualities of Spread Eagle foreign policy was American 
interest in trade with the Orient. The United States was to follow the 
setting sun to riches and glory, went the old saw. Franklin Pierce 
made the first attempts to annex Hawaii, an important stop on the trip 
from the Isthmus of Panama to San Francisco. Because of tides and 
winds, ships bound for the California coast first sailed to Hawaii, 
then to their continental destinations. The U.S. Senate refused to go 
along with Pierce’s expansionism. 

Another hot spot for Americans was China. Impelled by British 
concessions won in the Opium Wars, the United States demanded and 
received trading rights in five Chinese ports as early as 1844 in the 
Treaty of Wanghia. This treaty was an example of “jackal diplo- 
macy.” It guaranteed America the same rights as any other power 
might receive through any other treaty. In 1858, when Great Britain 
and France forced the Treaty of Tientsin on China, the United States 
received the same expanded rights of trade through the earlier Treaty 
of Wanghia. 
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The trade with China naturally led to interest in Japan, an impor- 
tant stopover for coal and provisions. Japan had closed its ports to all 
Westerners after excessive Christian missionary zeal had led to dis- 
satisfaction in the island nation. In 1852, Commo. Matthew C. Perry 
had visited Tokyo Bay with a great fleet, which included the first 
steam warship the Japanese had ever seen. Perry refused to talk to 
any but the highest authorities, saying he was carrying letters from 
the American president to the Japanese emperor. He threatened war 
if rebuffed, but after ten days of fruitless negotiation, he sailed away. 

The following year he returned with more ships than ever. Japan- 
ese merchants managed to prevail upon their government to agree to 
the Perry Pact. This called for fair treatment to shipwrecked sailors, 
fuel and water for ships in need, and some trade. The United States 
pledged not to ask for extraterritorial rights as Western powers had in 
China. Townsend Harris arrived as the first American consul, and af- 
ter patiently working with the suspicious Japanese, he obtained the 
Harris Treaty of 1858.This opened more ports, secured trade and res- 
idence rights for Americans with extraterritorial judicial privileges, 
and provided for the exchange of ministers (ambassadors). This 
treaty would last until 1911. 

The other area for expanding American influence in the world was 
Latin America. But here the United States relied less on formal diplo- 
macy and more on irregular military expeditions, a process called fil- 
ibustering (q.v.). 


SPRING HILL. See NASHVILLE CAMPAIGN. 


SQUATTER SOVEREIGNTY. The concept that the residents of a ter- 
ritory could abolish slavery at any time before statehood by a popu- 
lar vote. Its most vocal and noted backer was Lewis Cass (q.v.) of 
Michigan, who advocated it as the Democratic candidate in the elec- 
tion of 1848 (qq.v.). It ran counter to the Southern-favored concept of 
popular sovereignty (q.v.). But it was a deceptive Nonexclusion Doc- 
trine (q.v.) formula without the hostility engendered by the Wilmot 
Proviso (q.v.), as recognized by John C. Calhoun. There were more 
Yankees than Southerners in the territories. Joined with antislavery 
Mexicans, they would control territorial governments and vote for 
free soil. 


STANTON, EDWIN MCM. (1814-1869). The eldest son of a 
Steubenville, Ohio, Quaker physician, Edwin McM. Stanton lost his 
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father when he was but thirteen years old, forcing him to leave school 
and go to work at a bookstore. Continuing his studies when he could, 
he finally managed to work his way through Kenyon College and 
read law. He was admitted to the bar in 1836 and began a small pri- 
vate practice before becoming a partner with Ohio’s U.S. senator- 
elect Benjamin Tappan. Stanton showed great energy, ingenuity, and 
fidelity, which allowed him to make much money as an attorney. He 
moved from Steubenville to Pittsburgh and then Washington, D.C., 
and began to practice before the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.). Stanton’s 
forte was the intense research and labor he put into each presentation 
and the meticulous way in which he pursued the facts. 

Because of Stanton’s reputation, he was made U.S. attorney gen- 
eral during the waning days of the James Buchanan (q.v.) adminis- 
tration. Stanton had had little to do with politics before that, although 
he was a Jacksonian Democrat (q.v.). He was against the spread of 
slavery into the Mexican Cession and disliked the domination of 
Democratic ruling circles by Southerners. Stanton was willing, how- 
ever, to accept the Dred Scott (q.v.) decision in 1857 (which declared 
the Missouri Compromise [q.v.] unconstitutional and invalidated 
claims of Negro citizenship) and support John C. Breckinridge’s 
(q.v.) presidential campaign in 1860 (the proslavery candidate), be- 
lieving that they offered the only hope of preventing secession (q.v.). 
But when it came to war, Stanton was in favor of force to hold on to 
federal property in the South and force the South back into the Union. 

Although he hated President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) and his Re- 
publican (q.v.) cohorts, Stanton came into the cabinet in January 
1862 as secretary of war to clean up the poor administration in the 
Department of War. A stout man of medium height with thick glasses 
and a long stringy beard, Stanton’s stern visage would become one of 
the best known in the United States by the end of the war. He was 
fierce in his appearance and attitude, leading one critic to label him 
the “black terrier.” Stanton always made quick decisions and, right or 
wrong, stuck to them. 

As secretary of war, Stanton was controversial to say the least. He 
apparently was a pathological liar, playing all sides against the mid- 
dle. But he was a meticulous administrator, honest in a monetary 
sense, and loyal to the Union cause, which was what Lincoln needed. 
Stanton reorganized the whole department, established assistant sec- 
retaries to whom he delegated specific tasks, cleaned up the corrup- 
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tion (q.v.) rampant in the procurement system, and railed against any- 
one in a civilian and military position who was disloyal or not push- 
ing the war effort sufficiently. He was gruff and rude. Influential sol- 
diers and civilians alike feared a penetrating interview by Stanton 
more than they did an attack by the Rebels. Stanton looked into the 
background and tactics of generals and cooperated with the powerful 
congressional Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War, firing the 
slackers and fixing blame for all defeats. He ran the vast system of 
arrests and incarceration of suspected sympathizers in the so-called 
American Bastille, disregarding their constitutional rights at will. No 
modern secret police was more diligent in its work than Stanton’s 
agents. 

In short, the states rights, Unionist Democrat became the most ul- 
tra of Radical Republicans (q.v.). He turned on his friend Bvt. Maj. 
Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.), was the originator of many of the 
most uncomplimentary nicknames of President Lincoln (“the Origi- 
nal Gorilla”), and would stab anyone in the back in the most slimy 
fashion to further what he saw as the proper carrying out of the Union 
cause. After the war, Stanton pursued the Lincoln assassins, saw to it 
that the conspirators were tried by a tough military commission rather 
than a possibly weak civilian jury, and hanged and jailed the guilty 
(and the innocent, some would say). When Maj. Gen. William T. 
Sherman (q.v.) gave even milder terms to the Confederate army sur- 
rendering in North Carolina than Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) had 
given Confederate Gen. Robert E. Lee (q.v.), Stanton nullified the act 
and made him cut any implied political references to the legality of 
existing Southern state governments. 

After Lincoln’s death, President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) asked 
Stanton to stay on. As during the war, Stanton acted as a Radical Re- 
publican spy inside the cabinet, keeping important senators and rep- 
resentatives informed as to Johnson’s planned course of action, kiss- 
ing up to everyone in turn. He urged Johnson to accept Congress’s 
version of Reconstruction from the renewal of the Freedmen’s Bu- 
reau Bill to the Civil Rights Act of 1866 to the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment to the Military Reconstruction Acts (qq.v.), then helped him 
write his vetoes of the same legislation. Aware of Stanton’s impor- 
tance, Congress responded with the Tenure of Office Act (q.v.), de- 
signed to protect presidential appointments from easy removal, al- 
though there is some doubt as to whether the act really applied to 
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Lincoln selections such as Stanton. Johnson’s closest advisors 
warned him to get rid of Stanton, lest he threaten the whole adminis- 
tration. Stanton ignored Johnson’s suggestions that he resign, deter- 
mined to hold on for the good of the country. This forced Johnson to 
fire him outright, a process that he initiated when Congress went out 
of session in late 1867, hoping to have it all completed before Con- 
gress reassembled so he could present them with a fait accompli. But 
Stanton outmaneuvered the lackluster man Johnson sent to do the job 
and held on, fortified behind his office door, which was barricaded 
like the gate of a city under siege. 

Stanton’s sacrifice was well appreciated by the Radicals, who rec- 
ognized it for what it was: a golden opportunity to impeach the pres- 
ident for interfering with congressional Reconstruction (q.v.). But 
when the impeachment (q.v.) charges failed, Stanton accepted the in- 
evitable and resigned on 26 May 1868. Stanton’s vigor in prosecut- 
ing the Civil War and Reconstruction had cost him much of his 
health. He took a long rest and tried to resume his law practice. He 
also acted as a political advisor to the first Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) 
campaign, for which he was rewarded with a seat on the U.S. 
Supreme Court (q.v.). But Stanton died shortly after the Senate con- 
firmed his appointment. 


STATE RIGHTS FACTION. Although there were no real political par- 
ties in the Confederacy, there were political pressure groups, one of 
which was the State Rights Faction. This was a group of Southern politi- 
cians opposed to what they believed was President Jefferson Davis’s 
(q.v.) unconstitutional centralizing of the government in Richmond to 
win the war at the expense of the states rights principles for which they 
believed the Confederacy seceded from the Union in the first place. Of 
course, this concept ignored the real secession (q.v.) issue, which was 
fear that Abraham Lincoln’s Republicans (qq.v.) would not observe the 
extraterritoriality of slavery as guaranteed in the fugitive clause and the 
Ninth and Tenth Amendments and confirmed by the U.S. Supreme 
Court in the case of Dred Scott v. Sanford (qq.v.). 

The State Rights Faction, led by the vice president of the Confed- 
eracy, Alexander Stephens (q.v.), among others, believed that Presi- 
dent Davis was guilty of centralizing the Confederate government in 
Richmond, instead of yielding power to the states and the people. 
This overlooked the fact that to win the war there would have to be 
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unprecedented cooperation and coordination of national effort by the 
executive departments and the presidency. But the State Rights Fac- 
tion was more interested in sustaining a principle than in securing in- 
dependence. It was shortsighted. If they thought that the Confederate 
government did not respect states rights, they surely would not get 
even a modicum of respect for their views from a reconstructed 
Union run by Republicans. 

The State Rights Faction opposed the Davis administration on 
three major issues. The first was the Conscription Acts. The Confed- 
erate Constitution did not give the right to raise troops to the central 
government, unless the states voluntarily contributed a quota upon 
request. Conscription (q.v.) was a state right. The problem was not 
the necessity of the national draft—everyone agreed that it was nec- 
essary to continue. The question was its legality. 

The State Rights Faction dared not openly obstruct the war effort 
out of pure spite. Supporters got around it legally. For example, Gov- 
ernor Joseph Brown (q.v.) of Georgia created 2,000 extra justices of 
the peace and 1,000 new constables, all exempt from the draft. 
Brown also enrolled 10,000 men in the state militia and kept them in 
the state for defense. Then, at the height of Union Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
William T. Sherman’s March to the Sea (qq.v.), he furloughed them 
home for thirty days to harvest crops, which Sherman was burning, 
anyway. Brown was loved in his state and reelected in 1863 by a 
large majority. 

Like Brown, Governor Zebulon Vance of North Carolina quarreled 
over states rights. Vance was elected governor in 1862 on a program 
of vigorous prosecution of the war. He wanted drafted men to be able 
to choose their own regiments. He wanted North Carolina troops 
brigaded together and commanded by North Carolina officers, rather 
than by “strangers.” He refused to permit Confederate officials to col- 
lect taxes within the state. He refused to permit Confederate officials 
to distill medical whiskey from 30,000 bushels of grain because it vi- 
olated state law. He refused to reserve half of the cargo space in the 
collection of blockade runners in which he had an interest. He re- 
fused to contribute state-owned war supplies to troops from any other 
state but North Carolina. While Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) men lacked 
clothing, blankets, and shoes at the Siege of Petersburg (q.v.) during 
the winter of 1864, Vance stored 92,000 uniforms and uncounted 
blankets and raw leather for future North Carolina use. 
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Besides the conscription issue, the State Rights Faction opposed 
the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus (q.v.). The State 
Righters viewed the suspension, whether by local commanders, 
Davis himself, or by Congress, as tyranny against the states by the 
Confederate government. But the biggest issue between the State 
Rights Faction and Davis was the peace issue. The State Rights men 
claimed that Davis unnecessarily prolonged the war by avoiding al- 
legedly innumerable chances to make peace with the North. Again, 
the opposition to Davis centered in Georgia and revolved around 
Vice President Stephens, his brother, Linton Stephens, and Gover- 
nor Brown. 

In 1864, Brown called a special session of the Georgia state legis- 
lature, and Linton Stephens led them in denouncing conscription and 
the suspension of habeas corpus and demanding that President Davis 
convene a peace conference. If Davis did not move fast, the Georgia 
legislature threatened to combine with two other states and call a con- 
stitutional convention to limit Richmond’s power. “Liberty before In- 
dependence” was their slogan. Gen. Sherman, invading the state, was 
so impressed that he offered to meet with any state delegation and 
discuss separate peace terms for Georgia. Of course, he offered nei- 
ther liberty nor independence —just abject surrender. 

To shut up Vice President Stephens and his cohorts, Davis ap- 
pointed him to lead a three-man commission to discuss peace with 
President Lincoln at the Hampton Roads Peace Conference (q.v.). 
Nothing came of the effort, and Stephens went home to Georgia and 
stayed there until the Yankees arrested him at war’s end. As Stephens 
and his allies demonstrated, it was much easier for the North to cen- 
tralize its war effort than the more individualistic South, if for no 
other reason than Southerners made a fetish of being individualistic 
for the sake of individualism. 


STATE SUICIDE THEORY. See RECONSTRUCTION, THEORIES 
OF. 


STEPHENS, ALEXANDER H. (1812-1883). A native-born Geor- 
gian, Alexander H. Stephens was privately educated for the ministry 
while still a child. He had changed his mind by the time he graduated 
from Franklin College (now the University of Georgia) and went into 
the law. This quite naturally led him into politics as a Whig Party 
(q.v.) legislator who opposed President Andrew Jackson during the 


STEPHENS, ALEXANDER H. (1812-1883) @ 583 


Nullification Crisis in 1832. He attended the Charleston Commercial 
Convention and was elected to Congress in 1843. He was for the an- 
nexation of the Republic of Texas, but opposed President John 
Tyler’s measure, so he wrote one himself that became the basis for 
admitting Texas into the Union. He was not in favor of the War with 
Mexico, working in league with his friend, Congressman Abraham 
Lincoln (q.v.) of Illinois, to oppose it. But he favored its outcome as 
good for the South and opposed the limitations of the Wilmot Proviso 
(q.v.) on Southern exploitation of the newly won territories. 

In 1850, Stephens opposed the Southern Movement and favored 
compromise. Stephens wrote the Georgia platform, declaring that the 
South would reluctantly accept the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.) and 
continue in the Union, but zealously guard its right thereafter. He re- 
fused to support Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott (q.v.) as the latter re- 
fused to support the Compromise of 1850. In 1854, Stephens piloted 
the Kansas-Nebraska Bill (q.v.) through the House, breaking the 
Southern Whigs off from their Northern brethren. He supported the 
popular sovereignty (q.v.) stand of President James Buchanan (q.v.), 
until Buchanan violated its principles in the Kansas Settlement (q.v.). 
Stephens then resigned his House seat. 

In the election of 1860 (q.v.), Stephens supported the candidacy of 
Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.). In 1861, he encouraged cooperation with 
the Lincoln administration until it committed an overt act against the 
South. But when Georgia seceded, Stephens went along. He was 
elected vice president of the provisional government of the Confed- 
eracy at Montgomery and again a year later in the Confederate elec- 
tion of 1863 (q.v.). His famous “Cornerstone” speech, which was de- 
livered at Savannah, declared slavery to be the centerpiece of the 
Confederacy. Stephens was unable to reconcile his theories of states 
rights with the realities of fighting the war. The State Rights Faction 
(q.v.) gathered around him, but rather than leading, Stephens went 
home to Georgia for most of the war. He thought that the Jefferson 
Davis (q.v.) administration could make peace if it but tried. Tired of 
Stephens’s carping, Davis sent him to the Hampton Roads Peace 
Conference (q.v.) in 1865. There Stephens met with his old friend 
Lincoln and failed to come up with anything short of Southern sur- 
render. 

After the war, Stephens was arrested at his home and lodged in Ft. 
Warren at Boston Harbor for six months before being released. He 
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was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1866 as a part of the so-called Con- 
federate Brigadiers (q.v.), but was not seated. He spent the rest of Re- 
construction writing his A Constitutional View of the Late War be- 
tween the States. In 1872, he lost a retry for the U.S. Senate, but was 
elected to the U.S. House in 1874 and served until 1882. He was 
against the Civil Rights Bill of 1874, the election of 1876, and the 
Compromise of 1877 (qq.v.), but advised acquiescence. In 1882, he 
was elected governor of Georgia but died before the end of his term. 
No matter his party or his office, Stephens remained consistent in his 
political principles to the end: state sovereignty, local government, 
and the greatest liberty to the individual. 


STEPHENSON’S DEPOT. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 


STEVENS, THADDEUS (1792-1868). The last of four sons whose fa- 
ther either died or abandoned the family when he was but a small boy 
(the record is uncertain), Thaddeus Stevens had a hard childhood that 
was made even more difficult by his poor health and a club foot. 
Early on he developed a dislike for the rich and aristocratic, although 
he aspired himself to become wealthy. He was born in Vermont and 
raised there and in Massachusetts, growing up on the frontier, edu- 
cated in local schools, and developing a very individualistic and dem- 
ocratic outlook common to America’s backcountry. He entered Dart- 
mouth as a sophomore and graduated in 1814. He also attended the 
University of Vermont briefly. He had the usual classical training 
from early American colleges but soon turned to reading law to pass 
the bar and make a living. He became a forceful public speaker with 
a great wit that often was spiced with a bitter invective. He moved to 
York, Pennsylvania, to teach at a local academy and complete his law 
studies. 

After passing the bar examination in 1816, he set up practice at 
nearby Gettysburg. His law business grew slowly, but by the late 
1820s Stevens had earned a reputation as an inventive and thorough 
attorney and began to pick up some of the biggest and most lucra- 
tive cases in the region. He was a hater of slavery, especially after 
he won a case to return a fugitive to her master in Maryland. There- 
after, Stevens atoned for this moral slip by spending money he had 
saved for his law library to buy and liberate one slave and gladly 
defending all fugitives brought before local courts for free. Yet, he 
was also suspected in the mysterious murder of a young slave 
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woman in Adams County, Pennsylvania. But the charge was never 
proved, and it never adversely affected his career, especially after 
Stevens turned the case into an attack on the Masonic Order, which 
he claimed was out to destroy him for his opposition to its secret 
councils. 

As his legal practice grew, Stevens entered the iron business with 
partner James D. Paxton and bought a new forge he named Caledo- 
nia Furnace. He served from 1833 to 1841 in the Pennsylvania as- 
sembly and became noted for his uncompromising stands on issues, 
particularly against the Masonic Lodge and slavery (especially in the 
District of Columbia as the seat of American democracy), and for 
free public schools, the protective tariff, the right of citizens to peti- 
tion government, and a constitutional limit on the public debt. He ex- 
coriated his opponents regularly with his fiery rhetoric, by now a 
Stevens’s specialty. 

He also served in the 1837 state constitutional convention and 
railed against anything that smacked of privilege or class distinction. 
In 1841, although he was conceded to be “a giant among pigmy op- 
ponents,” he retired from politics, probably angry that he did not re- 
ceive what he saw as a well-deserved cabinet position in the William 
Henry Harrison administration. He returned to the law and made a 
small fortune in short order. But the rise of the slavery issue in con- 
nection with the Mexican Cession soon brought him back into the po- 
litical fray. In 1848, he was elected to Congress as an antislavery 
Whig (q.v.). He soon reestablished his uncompromising stand against 
slavery, the usual invective against his opponents, and a knack for 
parliamentary maneuver that set him aside from the run-of-the-mill 
Free-Soil candidates. He wished to ring the slave states with free soil, 
believing that slavery would wither away in a quarter of a century un- 
der that pressure. And he attacked Northern compromisers as more 
immoral than the worst of the Southern slaveholders. 

Stevens was looked upon as a reckless, foul-mouthed, and irre- 
sponsible firebrand. Disgusted by what he saw as a weak-kneed stand 
by the Whigs on slavery, he quit Congress and he joined the infant Re- 
publican Party (q.v.), which he helped organize in Pennsylvania. In 
1858, at age sixty-eight, he went back to Congress to enter the last de- 
bates on slavery before the Civil War. He spoke out for a high protec- 
tive tariff and against the extension of slavery to the West. Stevens fa- 
vored fellow Pennsylvanian Simon Cameron for president in 1860, 
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but turned to Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) when the Cameron drive failed. 
After Lincoln’s election, Stevens spoke in favor of coercion of the 
South before secession (q.v.) in such a manner that friends in the 
House had to form a protective barrier around him on the floor to keep 
him from harm. 

Stevens again hoped for a cabinet seat, but Lincoln chose Cameron 
instead. In the end, this turned out to be Stevens’s good fortune, for 
he had too much power in Congress to accept a subordinate position 
in the executive branch. He took over the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, which gave him control of the entire House legislation. And 
Stevens was a natural leader who assumed command by consent of 
all House Republicans. As party leader, the only area in which he 
agreed with the administration was in finance. Stevens backed the 
funding of the war through greenbacks, the income tax, the direct tax 
on real estate, and the protective tariff. But when it came to the war, 
he was positively vindictive in his attitudes. He was one of two who 
voted against the 1861 resolution of the Crittenden Committee (q.v.) 
that declared that the war was not fought to subjugate the South or in- 
terfere with slavery. He urged total confiscation of Rebels’ properties 
and later favored turning them over to the freedmen. He called for the 
arming and raising of black soldiers from the war’s start. He bitterly 
criticized Lincoln for replacing Gens. John Charles Frémont (q.v.) 
and David Hunter and negating their military emancipations (q.v.) for 
Lincoln’s go-slow emancipation policy, which Stevens dismissed as 
“diluted milk and water gruel.” 

Stevens did all he could to stiffen Northern resolve not only to re- 
store the Union but also to change its very core of meaning. He called 
on Lincoln to get rid of Republican compromisers in his administra- 
tion such as Secretary of State William H. Seward (q.v.) and the 
Frank Blair family and other border state politicos. He helped organ- 
ize the Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War (q.v.), which had 
as its purpose the exposure and removal of “Democrat” generals 
(those who showed compassion to the occupied regions of the South 
and slavery) and the promotion of “Republican” ones (those who 
backed confiscation and emancipation). But the war did not go well 
despite Stevens’s attempts to toughen Northern resolve. In 1863, war 
came home to Stevens personally, as Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) army 
invaded Stevens’s home state of Pennsylvania. Confederate soldiers 
were well aware of Stevens’s hostility and made a special trip to the 
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outspoken congressman’s ironworks, which they thoroughly wrecked 
and looted. Fortunately, Stevens was absent in Washington, because 
Confederate Lt. Gen. Jubal Early (q.v.), in charge of the expedition, 
had vowed to hang the old man, “divide his bones, and send them to 
the several states as curiosities.” 

As the war went on, Stevens theorized that the Constitution no 
longer applied to the South, that the South was but a conquered 
province because the Constitution had been so shattered by the force 
of the rebellion that it no longer had any application. No longer hav- 
ing any states in the Union, the South had reverted to the territorial 
stage, where it could have its very boundaries altered and had to do 
the bidding of the rest of the states through the federal administrators 
in the South. Part and parcel of this was the enfranchising of the 
African Americans, as the only truly loyal group in the South. Of 
course, the whole process was to be congressional, not executive, in 
conception, and here he ran head-on into Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan 
(q.v.) for Reconstruction (q.v.), which Stevens considered pure non- 
sense. Stevens much preferred the harsher Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.). 

It was only reluctantly that Stevens supported Lincoln’s second 
term, and he received the news of the chief executive’s assassination 
(q.v.) with much equanimity. Stevens was quite thrilled with Presi- 
dent Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) initial harsh statements on the content 
of Reconstruction, but greatly horrified when the new president an- 
nounced his amnesty and pardon program (q.v.). Stevens supported 
the renewal of the Freedmen’s Bureau Bill and the passage of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1866 (qq.v.) and got them passed over Johnson’s 
vetoes, exchanging bitter words with the president that led up to 
Johnson’s ill-thought out Washington’s Birthday speech (qq.v.). 
Stevens ran the whole Radical Republican (q.v.) program in the 
House, including the Fourteenth Amendment, the Military Recon- 
struction Acts, the Command of the Army Act, the Tenure of Office 
Act, and the impeachment (qq.v.). 

But the drive to reconstruct the South took a toll on the old man, 
and his health began to fail him as the impeachment trial drew close. 
He took little part in the actual trial, even though he was one of the 
House managers. But when Johnson survived the assault by one vote, 
it was too much for Stevens. His health sank so rapidly that he could 
not be carried home but died in Washington, with only his nephew 
and a mulatto housekeeper, Lydia Smith (about whose actual relation 
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with Stevens all sorts of prurient rumors had abounded), at his bed- 
side. His funeral procession was second only to Lincoln’s and at- 
tracted thousands of mourners. His self-penned epitaph was dedi- 
cated to the principle he had fought for all of his life: “Equality of 
man before his creator.” And in tribute to his memory the voters of 
his Pennsylvania congressional district elected him posthumously 
one last time. 


ST. ALBANS, RAID. See LINCOLN, ASSASSINATION OF AND 
KIDNAP PLOT AGAINST. 


ST. LANDRY RACE RIOT (28 SEPTEMBER 1868). Although St. 
Landry Parish (county) in central Louisiana west of Baton Rouge had 
a large black population (three to two in favor of African Americans) 
the Republicans (q.v.) had not managed to upset the control of the lo- 
cal government, which remained in the hands of the white power 
structure before, during, and after the war. The Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.) and the new state constitution had done little but unite 
whites as never before. The Republican Party struggled to gain a base 
in St. Landry that had never before existed. 

Because of the prevalence of white night riders, the Republicans 
armed guards to protect their political meetings, and by September 
1868 the racial tensions in the parish were ready to explode. As the 
threat of racial war increased, a committee of five men from each side 
met to try and work out the terms for a peaceful presidential election 
in November. But the move was too late. Whites were already con- 
vinced that the African Americans were about to engage in an insur- 
rection and moved to stop it before it happened. 

The result was the 28 September St. Landry riot. Total casualties 
on both sides amounted to 5 dead and 6 wounded, although Republi- 
cans claimed that nearly 300 died, and Democrats (q.v.) asserted the 
number was around 30. The blacks quickly withdrew and the whites 
sent in a mounted contingent that pursued and “arrested” twenty-nine 
blacks, whom they lodged in the parish jail. The next night all but 
two were taken by a mob and shot dead, with the connivance of the 
sheriff and his deputies, who stood aside. The remaining leaders of 
the Republican Party fled the parish for their lives. In November, the 
parish, which had given the Republicans a 2,500-vote majority in the 
April statewide elections, reported not one vote for Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.). 
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STONES RIVER, BATTLE OF. See PERRY VILLE CAMPAIGN. 


STONEMAN’S RAID. During the Chancellorsville Campaign (q.v.), 
one of the hallmarks of Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph Hooker’s (q.v.) plan 
was a massive Union cavalry raid behind Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) 
lines at Fredericksburg to the Confederate capital at Richmond. The 
cavalry was to precede the army’s operations by two weeks, but a se- 
vere rain kept the Rappahannock and Rapidan in flood and the cav- 
alry crossed on 29 April 1863, almost in step with the infantry. Thus, 
it exerted no effect on Lee’s communications during the fight and its 
absence prevented Hooker from garnering information that might 
have assisted him at Chancellorsville. 

The cavalry divided into three formations, each assigned a partic- 
ular railroad or canal or other objective to tear up. One under Brig. 
Gen. H. Judson Kilpatrick actually rode within two miles of Rich- 
mond before it reached Union lines at Gloucester, across the York 
from Yorktown. It would be transferred back to the army by boat. 
Later, it was learned from escaped Yankee prisoners that Richmond 
had been totally open to attack, a circumstance that would favor the 
Kilpatrick-Dahlgren raid (q.v.) the following year. 


STRAUDER v. WEST VIRGINIA (1880). See CIVIL RIGHTS CASES 
(1883). 


STREIGHT’S RAID. In the spring of 1863, as he prepared for the 
Chattanooga Campaign (q.v.), Bvt. Maj. Gen. William S. Rosecrans 
(q.v.), commanding Federal forces at Murfreesboro, Tennessee, was 
plagued by the numerically superior Confederate cavalry, which 
raided his supply lines to Louisville mercilessly. To counter this bale- 
ful influence, Rosecrans decided to mount infantry. He put one 
brigade on horseback, that of Col. John T. Wilder, and another on 
mules, that commanded by Col. Abel D. Streight. 

After some training, Streight proposed to lead his men behind en- 
emy lines in May 1863 and destroy the Confederate supply and 
communication infrastructure in northern Mississippi and Alabama, 
hopefully striking all the way to the Western & Atlantic Railroad in 
northern Georgia, which supplied the Confederates in Tennessee. 
He was to start where the Tennessee River crossed the Alabama- 
Mississippi line and head east, guided by two companies of AI- 
abama white Unionists. Streight’s brigade would bust loose into the 
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Rebel rear areas behind an infantry attack led by a brigade of in- 
fantry from Memphis, all of this turning Confederate attention 
away from Union Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) final moves 
in the Vicksburg Campaign (q.Vv.). 

But the feint failed to fool Confederate Brig. Gen. Nathan Bedford 
Forrest (q.v.), who ignored the infantry and started after Streight. Al- 
though mules are known for their stamina, they cannot move as fast 
as horses, which allowed Forrest to get around in front of Streight and 
block his path before he got far. As the Yankees made ready to fight, 
Forrest proposed a truce and surrender discussions to save life and 
limb. As he talked, Forrest used a few stratagems of his own, riding 
his fewer men through clearings, having offices call commands to 
nonexistent units from concealed positions, and creating dust in the 
distance by dragging tree limbs. His two cannon kept appearing in 
front of the conference site, as they circled through the woods to ap- 
pear again and again. 

“Name of God!” Streight exclaimed. “How many cannon do you 
have? I have counted fifteen already.” Forrest looked over at the 
sweating teams coming past once more and replied, “I reckon that’s 
all that’s kept up.” The baffled Streight decided that he was vastly 
outnumbered and surrendered 1,400 men to Forrest’s 600, only to 
discover too late that he had been fooled. “As they say, Colonel,” 
Forrest was alleged to have commented, “all’s fair in love and war.” 

Sent eventually to the Union officers’ prison (q.v.) at the Libby to- 
bacco warehouse in Richmond, Streight made a daring escape with 
dozens of others. He reported on the horrible conditions of Southern 
wartime prisons to President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), which was in- 
strumental in Lincoln approving the disastrous Kilpatrick-Dahlgren 
raid (q.v.) on Richmond to free Union prisoners and capture or kill 
President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) and his cabinet, which modern writ- 
ers think may have led to Lincoln’s assassination (q.v.). 


STUART, JAMES EWELL BROWN “JEB” (1833-1864). A Virgin- 
ian from Patrick County, James Ewell Brown “Jeb” Stuart was the 
seventh son of a prosperous farmer. He attended local academies and 
graduated from West Point in 1854. He took to temperance and re- 
vival religion and epitomized the nineteenth-century prewar South- 
em romantic movement. Before the Civil War, Stuart served in New 
Mexico Territory, western Texas, and Kansas, where he was wounded 
fighting Native Americans. He was a volunteer aide to Col. Robert E. 
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Lee (q.v.) during the Harpers Ferry raid (q.v.) in 1859. Stuart resigned 
his commission to enter the Virginia cavalry in 1861. 

Stuart was instrumental in raising and fighting with the Ist Vir- 
ginia “Black Horse” Regiment at First Manassas (q.v.), where his 
charge drove the already demoralized Union army from the field. 
When Gen. Lee took over the Army of Northern Virginia, Stuart led 
a reconnaissance against the Union army of Bvt. Maj. Gen. George 
B. McClellan (q.v.), which was investing the Confederate capital at 
Richmond. Stuart rode completely around McClellan’s force, losing 
only one man in the process. He taunted his father-in-law, who led the 
Yankee pursuit all the way. He would later repeat this feat after the 
Battle of Antietam (q.v.), precipitating McClellan’s final removal 
from command by President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). 

Stuart and Lee developed a close personal and military relation- 
ship. Lee claimed that Stuart never brought him a single piece of false 
information. As the numbers of cavalry rose, Stuart became a major 
general. He never reached the lieutenant general rank that such a 
corps-sized force entitled him to, probably because horse soldiers 
were traditionally shortchanged in the Old Army. 

Stuart creditably led Lt. Gen. Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson’s 
Corps at Chancellorsville (qq.v.) after Jackson had been shot. But he 
returned to the cavalry in time for the Pennsylvania Campaign (q.v.). 
He joined Lee on the field at Gettysburg (q.v.) on 2 July, after riding 
around the Union army once again. But this time, he left Lee short of 
information as to the enemy’s intentions. Many historians point to 
Stuart’s unwise bravado as a main reason the Confederates lost the 
battle, but others defend Stuart and claim that Lee missed Stuart him- 
self, not the cavalry, of which he had plenty. 

In the 1864 Richmond Campaign (q.v.), Stuart continued to em- 
barrass Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) movements against Lee’s 
army. Finally, Grant ordered his own cavalry leader, Bvt. Maj. Gen. 
Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.), to defeat Stuart. In a wide-ranging raid 
against Richmond, Sheridan’s men smashed the flower of Stuart’s 
horsemen, killing Stuart at the Battle of Yellow Tavern on 11 May 
1864. 


SUFFOLK, SIEGE OF, See CHANCELLORS VILLE CAMPAIGN. 


SULTANA, SINKING OF THE. Just after midnight on the morning of 
27 April 1865, north of Memphis, Tennessee, the side-wheel steamboat 
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Sultana exploded in the darkness of the flooded Mississippi River. 
More than 1,700 people died in the explosion, ensuing fire, and numb- 
ing waters of the icy Mississippi—the worst maritime disaster in U.S. 
history. Most of them were Union prisoners of war returning from 
months of captivity in Southern prison (q.v.) pens at Cahaba and An- 
dersonville. The Sultana was rated to carry 376 persons, but the exi- 
gencies of wartime corruption (the dock contractor and boat captain 
each received a premium for each person boarded, not counting the 
usual kickbacks) caused as many as 2,500 to be aboard. 

Investigators blamed the explosion on the ship’s boilers, one of 
which had just been patched in a hasty repair. But more recent re- 
search turned up the names and surreptitious activities of several 
members of the Confederate Secret Service (q.v.). Most of these men 
had served time in Gratiot Street Prison in St. Louis for alleged spy- 
ing and pro-Confederate activities. Late in the war, groups of Con- 
federate powdermen, known as destructionists, received $35,000 for 
each steamboat they destroyed. It only took one stick or lump of coal, 
a little black powder, and a fuse. 

After the war, a former Rebel spy and secret mail carrier for Con- 
federate Maj. Gen. Sterling Price (q.v.), Robert Louden, claimed that 
he did the job by putting the fake-lump-of-coal bomb in the onshore 
bunkers one hour before the ship went up in a flash. A onetime steam- 
boat pilot, Louden was familiar with boats, docks, and refueling 
processes. He also had narrowly escaped hanging for his wartime 
spying activities in 1863. If he did it, he was single-handedly re- 
sponsible for the deaths of as many Union soldiers as had died on the 
bloody field at Shiloh (q.v.) in 1862. But the Confederacy was well 
into its death throes, and it is doubtful if he ever received a penny for 
the job. He considered it an act of unbridled patriotism. 


SUMNER, CHARLES (1811-1874). Born in Boston of parents with 
all of the proper social credentials, Charles Sumner attended the pres- 
tigious Boston Latin School and Harvard College. He showed his 
greatest aptitude in history, literature, and forensics. He then attended 
Harvard Law School and was a student of Justice Joseph Story, a pro- 
fessor when he was not sitting on the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.). His 
acquaintance with Story gave Sumner an entrée into Washington so- 
cial and political circles and he attended the inner sessions of the 
Supreme Court when Chief Justice John Marshall was still presiding 
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and heard Daniel Webster and Henry Clay speak on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. Although Sumner professed at the time that he did not 
have “any feeling but loathing” for politics, he had been fatally bit- 
ten by the political bug. But he was not fully aware of it yet. 

Then, in 1845, he got the opportunity that woke him up. Sumner 
was selected to give the annual Boston Independence Day (when 
Gen. Thomas Gage left Boston in March 1776, not 4 July) address. It 
was a prestigious occasion, and Sumner rose to the challenge. His 
speech was that all peace was honorable and all war was dishonor- 
able. Although many believed that he had committed political sui- 
cide, it was a typical Sumner speech; taking the war to the enemy, so 
to speak, in his own lair. Sumner continued to plug away at the 
world’s warmongers, making an appeal for a congress of nations that 
would arbitrate all disagreement among countries. 

But Sumner went even further. He called for the opposition of all 
good men to the traditional political parties (calling them an “alliance 
between the lords of the lash and lords of the loom’’) and issued a call 
for support for the Free-Soil Party. His outspokenness led a coalition 
of Free-Soilers and Democrats to put his name up for the U.S. Sen- 
ate. The North had shifted from mere objection to the institution of 
slavery to an attack on its very existence. 

Sumner would become a household word in the debates over the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.). He had dropped all other party affiliation 
and helped organize the Republicans (q.v.). Then he launched into his 
most famous speech, “The Crime against Kansas.” He not only at- 
tacked slavery as an institution, but he also mentioned certain South- 
ern senators by name—a hitherto understood no-no. He called Sena- 
tor Andrew Butler of South Carolina slavery’s Don Quixote, paying 
vows to his Desdemona of slavery, a harlot “polluted in the sight of 
the world, [but] chaste in his sight.” The speech horrified the whole 
Senate. 

Several days later, Preston S. Brooks, a relative of Senator Butler, 
came onto the Senate floor and proceeded “to chastise” Sumner with 
his cane. He beat the Massachusetts man until the cane broke, and 
then proceeded to hit him with the remnants until he was winded. 
Sumner, a big man (six feet, four inches, tall), was wedged under his 
desk and could not rise. Then, in one burst of strength brought on by 
the pain of the beating, Sumner wrenched the desk from floor to 
which it had been attached and fainted from a loss of blood. 
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Badly injured, Sumner was reelected to his seat, even though it 
would be three years before he could mount up the courage and 
well-being to attend another session. Meanwhile, he went to Europe 
to regain his health, submitting to the painful procedure of Moxa, a 
Japanese treatment in which the skin was burned by chemical treat- 
ment to relocate the pain, once described as “the greatest suffering 
that can be inflicted on mortal man.” Publicists pointed to the 
“Empty Chair of Sumner” as evidence of the brutality brought on by 
slavery. When he returned on the eve of the election of 1860 (q.v.), 
he delivered another philippic against slavery. Although many de- 
scribed it as rubbing salt in old wounds, Republicans republished 
and distributed it all over the North as an Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) 
campaign document. 

As the South moved to secession, Sumner ignored petitions from 
tens of thousands that he tone down the rhetoric and try and keep the 
nation whole. When the South left the Union and the Republican 
Party finally took over Congress, Sumner received the chair of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. In this capacity, he recognized the 
inevitability of having to free the Confederate commissioners to Eu- 
rope, James M. Mason (author of the Fugitive Slave Act [q.v.]) and 
John Slidell, when an overzealous Union navy captain illegally took 
them from the British ship Trent (q.v.) on the high seas. In October 
1861, he was the first to move that slavery be ended throughout the 
nation, North and South. He continued to pressure the Lincoln ad- 
ministration to issue an emancipation proclamation (q.v.). He was the 
first to call for equal rights, including the franchise, for all Americans 
regardless of color in early 1862. 

At the same time, Sumner advanced his theory of Reconstruction 
(q.v.), the State Suicide Theory. This concept argued that secession 
(q.v.) was impossible. Rather, by trying to leave the Union the states 
had committed a treasonous form of suicide. Although the United 
States retained control over these areas, they had reverted to territorial 
status, where they were at the mercy of Congress. This allowed state 
institutions (but not boundaries) to be altered at the pleasure of Con- 
gress with no constitutional guarantees to get in the way. Congress 
would decide what these suicidal brethren must do to return to the 
Union. And essentially what he believed had to be done was to “civi- 
lize” and “Americanize” the South by making it over into an idealized 
version of New England. 
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Using his theory of Reconstruction, Sumner was instrumental in 
blocking any consideration of seating Lincoln’s Louisiana Recon- 
struction government in Congress in 1864. Upon Lincoln’s death, 
Sumner and Thaddeus Stevens (q.v.) in the House were brought into 
alliance by President Andrew Johnson’s Reconstruction (qq.v.) poli- 
cies. Sumner fought for the recognition of African American political 
and social rights and the suffrage. He also spoke in favor of free 
schools and homesteads for the freedmen. He was lukewarm on im- 
peachment (q.v.), seeing it as a political rather than a judicial pro- 
ceeding. During the trial, however, he was more vindictive than he 
would have been in a real court proceeding and voted the party line 
to convict. Critics called it Sumner at his worst. 

When the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration came into power, 
one might have expected Sumner and the chief executive to be in har- 
mony at last. But Sumner and Grant never understood each other. 
Sumner rejected Grant’s selection for secretary of the treasury on con- 
stitutional grounds. He prevented an early settlement of the Alabama 
claims (q.v.), claiming that Great Britain owed the United States bil- 
lions of dollars in claims from the destructive actions of Confederate 
cruisers built there in violation of British laws. And Sumner was 
patently against the annexation of San Domingo (q.v.), which he cor- 
rectly saw as a corrupt action of Grant’s inner circle. In retaliation, 
Grant recalled Sumner’s recommended appointment to Great Britain 
and had Sumner himself thrown out of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. Despite this action, Sumner continued to monitor foreign 
policy and spoke out in favor of the Treaty of Washington (q.v.), 
which settled the Alabama claims in America’s favor and recognized 
Sumner’s hallowed principle of international arbitration. 

About this time (1872), Sumner sponsored a bill that seemed out 
of character with his past. He asked that all Civil War battle names on 
federal regimental colors be obliterated. Opponents were outraged 
and “waved the bloody shirt” openly in Congress as at first he was 
verbally condemned and then censured (an act removed from the 
record two years later). But the act makes more sense when it is 
paired with the public accommodations act Sumner introduced at the 
same time that became the Civil Rights Act of 1875 (q.v.), passed in 
his honor after his death. Sumner was willing to forgive and forget if 
the South was willing to do the same and truly free the blacks. But 
Sumner never lived to see either measure become law. On 10 May 
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1874, he was felled by a heart attack. He died in Washington the next 
day. Many a Southern congressman took the opportunity to use his 
death for ending Reconstruction as they rose and spoke on his behalf. 
His funeral was at Cambridge. 


SUMNER, WILLIAM GRAHAM. See SOCIAL DARWINISM. 


SUPREME COURT. The Supreme Court was central to both solving 
and creating many of the problems of the antebellum, Civil War, Re- 
construction, Redemption (q.v.), and New Departure (q.v.) years of 
the nineteenth-century United States. Much of its influence came 
from its chief justices, Roger B. Taney, Salmon P. Chase (q.v.), and 
Morrison R. Waite. 

Roger B. Taney (pronounced “Taw’ney”), born in 1777, raised and 
educated in Calvert County, Maryland, was a former Federalist turned 
Jacksonian Democrat (q.v.). He never feared to take the unpopular 
side, from defending James Wilkinson against treason charges under 
the Thomas Jefferson administration, to emancipating his slaves and 
providing for their care under freedom. He gained his national politi- 
cal reputation as secretary of the treasury, when he helped President 
Andrew Jackson destroy the Second Bank of the Unites States by 
withdrawing its federal deposits. For his political loyalty, Jackson 
nominated him as chief justice upon the death of John Marshall in 
1835. Taney was rejected by a Whig (q.v.)-dominated U.S. Senate for 
having destroyed the national banking system central to Whig eco- 
nomic policy. After the Jacksonians won the election of 1836, Jackson 
renominated Taney to the bench and the newly elected Senate con- 
firmed him. Taney spent the next twenty-eight years overruling Mar- 
shall’s quasi-Whig economic decisions—a lengthy job because Mar- 
shall had spent thirty-four years putting his concepts, which roughly 
paralleled the Whig’s American System (q.Vv.), in place. 

Taney was a strict constructionist, a literal reader of the U.S. Con- 
stitution, rather than a states righter, as some have erroneously main- 
tained. This meant that he augmented the power of the federal gov- 
ernment when it came to slavery. He was not a states rights man nor a 
secessionist. Important cases decided under Taney’s regime included 
Charles River Bridge v. Warren Bridge (1836), on behalf of free en- 
terprise over monopolies; Prigg v. Pennsylvania (1842), in support of 
the Fugitive Slave Law of 1792; Dred Scott v. Sanford (1857 [q.v.]), 
extolling the extraterritoriality (q.v.) rights of slaveholders in the ter- 
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ritories; Ableman v. Booth (1859 [q.v.]), a reaffirmation and buttress- 
ing of the Prigg case, this time in reference to the Fugitive Slave Law 
of 1850 (q.v.); ex parte Merryman (1861 [q.v.]), protesting President 
Abraham Lincoln’s use of executive proclamations (qq.v.) to institute 
arbitrary arrests in Taney’s home state of Maryland; the Prize Cases 
(1863 [q.v.]), which upheld the validity of the Union blockade of Con- 
federate ports without first recognizing the Confederacy’s indepen- 
dence as a belligerent; and ex parte Vallandigham (1864 [q.v.]), again 
ruling favorably on arbitrary arrest and trying civilians in military 
courts, which Taney opposed but missed hearing this case during the 
sickness that led to his death in 1864. 

Tired of Taney’s constant objections to Republican (q.v.) prewar 
and wartime policy, President Lincoln nominated a man of solid le- 
gal and antislavery principles, Salmon P. Chase, to replace Taney. But 
as chief justice, Chase had his good and bad moments, most of which 
came after Lincoln’s death. On the one hand, Chase continued to be 
active in his support of the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) and numerous 
freedmen’s benevolent societies and the granting of the franchise to 
blacks. He also stayed out of Congress’s dispute over the nature of 
Reconstruction with President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) in Mississippi 
v. Johnson (1867 [q.v.]), Georgia v. Stanton (1867 [q.v.]), and Geor- 
gia v. Grant (1868 [q.v.]) after the passage of the Military Recon- 
struction Acts (q.v.). 

Moreover, Chase came out against military trials of civilians in 
wartime when the usual civil and criminal courts were available in ex 
parte Milligan (1866 [q.v.]). He supervised the impeachment of 
Johnson and kept the hearing fair. He wrote the majority opinions in 
Texas v. White (1869 [q.v.]) and Virginia v. West Virginia (1871 [q.v.]), 
which decided that the nation was an indestructible, perpetual Union 
of the states. He refused in Cummings v. Missouri (1866 [q.v.]) and 
ex parte Garland (1866 [q.v.]) to permit Congress and the states to 
use the ironclad oath (q.v.) as a punishment for past actions rather 
than as a qualification for office. But in Miller v. United States (1871 
[q.v.]), he allowed the confiscation of property as a proper action 
against Rebels. 

On the other hand, Chase refused to ride circuit in Virginia and 
North Carolina until they had been readmitted to the Union. He also 
declined to sit on the treason case of Jefferson Davis (q.v.). He de- 
clared his own greenbacks as not good enough for legal tender in 
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Hepburn v. Griswold (1871 [q.v.]), and then saw a reconstituted court 
reverse him in Knox v. Lee (1871 [q.v.]). He refused to accept juris- 
diction in ex parte McCardle (1868 [q.v.]) when Congress removed 
such cases from the Court’s jurisdiction, and confirmed his position 
in ex parte Yerger (1868 [q.v.]). 

In 1870, Chase suffered a stroke that left him partially paralyzed 
on his right side and without speech. He refused to resign the bench 
and, although he missed one term, recovered enough to sit on the 
bench for two more terms and consider another presidential bid in 
1872, as a Liberal Republican (q.v.). But a second stroke felled him 
on a campaign trip to New York City, where he died on 6 May 1873. 

After the death of Chase in 1873, Ulysses S. Grant appointee Mor- 
rison R. Waite of Ohio as chief justice. From an old New England 
family, Waite was a Yale graduate who went West to seek his fortune 
in the law. A supporter of Lincoln over home-state favorite son Chase 
in 1860, Waite gained his legal reputation as one of the U.S. delegates 
who successfully negotiated the Alabama claims (q.v.). His final re- 
ply to the British was deemed the turning point of the talks. As 
Grant’s chief justice choice, Waite received unanimous approval 
from the Senate. 

On the Supreme Court, Waite was known for being fair, as op- 
posed to ideological. The Court decided many important issues while 
he was on the bench, including limiting the legality of the Enforce- 
ment Acts (q.v.) in Minor v. Happersett (1875 [q.v.]), United States v. 
Reese (1876 [q.v.]), and United States v. Harris (1882 [q.v.]). The 
Court under Waite also reconsidered the scope of the Fourteenth and 
Fifteenth Amendments (qq.v.) in the Slaughterhouse Cases (1873 
[q.v.]), United States v. Cruikshank (1876 [q.v.]), Strauder v. West 
Virginia (1880 [q.v.]), Virginia v. Rives (1880 [q.v.]), and the Civil 
Rights Cases (1883 [q.v.]). The Waite Court also ruled on the rights 
of states to regulate railroads, the rights of labor unions, Chinese ex- 
clusion, and the original patent of the telephone. A stickler for proce- 
dure, Waite collapsed while reading an opinion and died three weeks 
later in 1888. 

Even after the gutting of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments 
by the Waite Court, other Supreme Court rulings after Waite’s death 
further limited the rights of blacks: Plessy v. Ferguson (1896 [q.v.]) 
in public accommodations, Williams v. Mississippi (1898 [q.v.]) in 
voting, and Cumming v. Board of Education (1899 [q.v.]) in educa- 
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tion. These rulings of racial separation and inequality would hold un- 
til another new Reconstruction rose up to challenge them in the mid- 
twentieth century. 


SURGEONS GENERAL. See MEDICAL DIRECTORS OR SUR- 
GEONS GENERAL, CONFEDERATE AND UNION. 


SURRENDER OF THE CONFEDERATE ARMIES. See APPO- 
MATTOX CAMPAIGN; CITRONELLE, SURRENDER AT; CAR- 
OLINAS CAMPAIGN. 


SWING AROUND THE CIRCLE. In the fall of 1866, President An- 
drew Johnson (q.v.) took to the campaign trail to elect Democrats 
(q.v.) to Congress to help him oppose congressional Reconstruction 
(q.v.), Which was becoming more and more radical, in no small part 
due to ineptitudes of his own, such as his Washington’s Birthday 
speech (q.v.). Ostensibly, the purpose of the journey was to dedicate 
the tomb of former Illinois Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.), Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s (q.v.) old debating partner from 1858. Johnson took 
along Secretaries William H. Seward (q.v.) and Gideon Welles, Con- 
servative Republican Senator James R. Doolittle, Gens. Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) and George A. Custer, and Adm. David G. Farragut (q.v.). 
Friends tried to convince the president not to go. Campaigning so 
openly for mere congressmen was deemed undignified in those days, 
and many feared a repeat of the Washington’s Birthday speech would 
destroy what little claim Johnson had left to presidential solemnity. 

As expected, the trip from 28 August to 15 September 1866 proved 
a disaster. Johnson was essentially a stump speaker in the rough-and- 
tumble style of the Southern backcountry, which did not go over in 
the urban cities of the North. Stump speakers like to be challenged by 
the audience and reply with bitter invective, often with biting humor. 

Almost immediately Republicans (q.v.) saw to it that professional 
hecklers were at every stop. Johnson compared himself to the cruci- 
fied Christ and his opponents to Judas Iscariot. He wrapped his plan 
for the nation in the flag and Constitution. Grant left the convoy, dis- 
illusioned with Johnson and ripe for a Republican conversion. Local 
politicians of both parties began to call in sick at every stop. 

Essentially, the “Swing around the Circle” saw the president repu- 
diate the party that elected him. It also failed to produce votes for the 
Democrats the president desperately needed to stop congressional 
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Reconstruction. It permitted the Moderate and Conservative Repub- 
licans of the Thirty-ninth Congress (still seated until March 1867), 
who had desperately worked for a Reconstruction compromise, to 
desert the president with clean consciences and join the Radicals to 
get tough on the South. And it produced a veto-proof majority for the 
Fortieth Congress to come in 1867. The whole revolutionary idea of 
presidential railroad campaigning to produce a Congress in league 
with him had blown up in Johnson’s face. 


te 


TALLAHATCHIE EXPEDITION. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 
TANEY, ROGER B. (1777-1864). See SUPREME COURT. 


TARIFF, MORRILL (1861). The Republican Party’s (q.v.) domestic 
program, designed to appease both its agricultural and industrial sup- 
porters, had as its basis the old Whig (q.v.) economic policies based 
in part on Henry Clay’s American System (q.v.). Part of the program 
appealed to American industry by protecting it from cheaper, more 
efficient foreign competition through the Morrill Tariff. Before the 
Civil War, the South had objected to the tariff as an unfair Northern 
tax on products it imported from Europe. Successive Democratic 
(q.v.) administrations during the 1850s had reduced the tariff to its 
lowest rate in the whole antebellum period. 

Raising the tariff was a critical issue in guaranteeing the Repub- 
licans New York and Pennsylvania votes in the election of 1860 
(q.v.). It was one of the first measures passed after the South se- 
ceded. The Morill Tariff doubled the rates from the 1857 lows and 
substituted specific rates for ad valorem rates. The Republicans 
never yielded on the tariff as an issue throughout the Civil War and 
Reconstruction, often lowering it to gain votes in a specific elec- 
tion, only to raise it after victory. By 1869, the tariff rate averaged 
47 percent. 


TAX LAW OF 1861. Raised by the Union Congress to pay for the pros- 
ecution of the War of the Rebellion, this law applied to land within 
the Confederacy as well as to the rest of the nation. If unpaid, the law 
allowed the land in question to be sold for taxes owed. Usually, 
Northern companies speculated in this land, often making large prof- 
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its. Much of the effect of this confiscation was ameliorated by Presi- 
dent Andrew Johnson’s pardon policy (qq.v.). 


TAX LAW OF 1862. Passed on 22 June 1862, this measure expanded 
the Tax Law of 1861 by creating special tax commissioners to collect 
revenues owed in insurrectionary sections of the United States. All 
assessments were as of 1861 values, a 50 percent penalty was added 
to all accounts in arrears, and upon failure of owner to pay tax and 
penalty, the land could be seized and sold to the highest bidder. Of 
course, the tax could be collected only in areas of the South occupied 
by the Union armies. The sales differed from ordinary federal tax 
sales where the amount raised above the tax owed was given to the 
owner. Here it went to the federal treasury. 


TAX SCANDAL, THE. All of the executive department scandals of 
the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration paled in comparison with 
what happened in the Department of the Treasury. In fact, the treas- 
ury scandals were so big that in the end they took the heat off every- 
one else. Prior to 1872, the government had awarded a percentage of 
delinquent taxes to those who reported them. This had led to false 
charges and blackmail by disgruntled employees, neighbors, and 
such and had been discontinued in 1872. Instead, a series of contract 
tax collectors was put in. Secretary of the Treasury W. A. Richardson 
appointed a crony of Ben Butler (q.v.), John D. Sanborn, to one of the 
collector’s slots. Sanborn was to ferret out unknown delinquent taxes 
and take half of what was collected. 

Now Sanborn was no idiot. If the government did not know who 
was not paying their taxes he was probably not going to find them out 
either. So instead of seeking out the unknown, he went to the Boston 
internal revenue office and got a list of already known delinquents. 
Then he collected their payments and took 50 percent off the top. 
Then on a hunch, Sanborn made a list of 600 railroads and arbitrarily 
charged them with delinquent taxes. Surprisingly (well, maybe not), 
a large number confessed to the accusations and paid up to Sanborn, 
who took half. Complaints led to a congressional investigation, which 
revealed that Sanborn had made $213,000 off the government, but 
that he had found only delinquent taxes that the treasury already knew 
of. It was suspected that Ben Butler got a healthy cut of Sanborn’s in- 
come, but no such evidence could be produced. Congress decided to 
censure Secretary of the Treasury Richardson, who resigned, for Pres- 
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ident Grant’s sake, he said. Grant was appreciative and made Richard- 
son a federal judge after the whole affair cooled off. 


TAXATION IN THE CONFEDERACY. As in the North, fighting the 
Civil War brought an increased tax burden in the South. Never before 
had citizens felt the hand of a central government as during the Civil 
War. This especially rubbed against the grain of the individualistic 
and localized South. Taxes were still viewed as they had been when 
King George II tried to impose them on the British American 
Colonies—tyranny writ large. Most Americans had never seen an of- 
ficial, except postmasters, from Washington or Richmond before the 
war. Confederate citizens hated monetary taxes, but they especially 
disliked the tax in kind, where 10 percent of all crop or industrial pro- 
duction was collected in lieu of cash payments. This put an increased 
burden in addition to the usual land taxes. The real problem was that 
the tax was not always uniformly collected and those who got stuck 
did not like the fact that others did not. 

Another form of taxation disliked in the South was the Impress- 
ment Act of 1863. This measure was passed to establish uniform 
prices on all goods the government, particularly the passing armies, 
took to fight the war. The rates were in Confederate paper currency 
that grew more and more worthless each year. The vouchers were 
easily forged, prices lowered by intent or inflation, and often the 
army simply stole what it wanted to the detriment of the citizen. To 
act as an impressment agent soon became a risky business, especially 
in pro-Union areas of the South. 


TAYLOR, ZACHARY (1784-1850). Born in Virginia, but raised and 
educated by private tutors in Kentucky, Zachary Taylor entered the 
army in 1808 through the Kentucky militia. He fought in the War of 
1812 (holding Ft. Harrison, Indiana, against attack), the Black Hawk 
War, and the Seminole War (victory at Lake Okeechobee), and com- 
manded the District of Florida. He commanded the Army of Occupa- 
tion that went to Texas to assert American claims to the Rio Grande 
as the international border. Fired on by Mexican troops, Taylor began 
a set of spectacular victories that led to the Battle of Buena Vista and 
the presidency as the Whig (q.v.) candidate in 1848. Once in Wash- 
ington, the slaveholding Taylor turned out to be very much against 
the Southern legal theorizing, such as squatter sovereignty and pop- 
ular sovereignty (qq.v.), on the question of slavery in the territories. 
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He wanted all the territories admitted as states immediately, bypass- 
ing the slavery question. The result was his refusal to consider the 
Compromise of 1850 (q.v.) until his plan was passed through Con- 
gress first. With the country perilously close to civil war, and Taylor 
determined to take on all comers, he died suddenly of gastroenteritis 
just after a 4 July picnic at which he ate prodigiously. His death al- 
lowed his vice president, Millard Fillmore, and compromise forces in 
the Congress led by Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) of Illinois and 
Representative Alexander H. Stephens (q.v.) of Georgia to pass the 
Compromise of 1850, which averted the war for ten years. 


TECHE, BAYOU. See PORT HUDSON CAMPAIGN. 


TEN PERCENT PLAN. A name given popularly to President Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction (qq.v.), 
which required 10 percent of the registered voters in any occupied 
Southern state to take an oath of future loyalty (q.v.) to the Union to 
begin the process of wartime Reconstruction (q.v.). 


TENNESSEE, CSS. See MOBILE CAMPAIGN. 


TENURE OF OFFICE ACT. One of several measures designed to 
limit President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) ability to interfere with con- 
gressional desires in Reconstruction (q.v.), the Tenure of Office Act 
provided that executive branch officers appointed with the advice and 
consent of the Senate could be removed only through the same 
process. A presidential tenure was defined as the president’s posses- 
sion of office plus one month. This measure was used to protect Sec- 
retary of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) and became a key in the im- 
peachment (q.v.) of President Johnson. 


TEXAS v. WHITE (1869). The U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) declared the 
nation to be a union of indestructible states in Texas v. White (1869). 
The case related to some state bonds sold during the war to finance 
the buying of military goods for the Confederacy. The problem in 
Texas and other Southern states was that Radical Republicans (q.v.) 
wanted all laws passed between secession (q.v.) and surrender de- 
clared null and void ab initio (q.v.). This would include such mun- 
dane things as contracts and marriages made during the war. Of 
course, the Confederacy and the seceded states had done the same 
with debts owed to Yankees contracted from before the war. 
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But an even more basic question had to be decided first. Was 
Texas a state and could it bring suit before the Supreme Court? The 
Court ruled yes on both counts. Once Texas had joined the Union 
it could not leave. Hence, secession was null and void. But the 
Court had to admit that, because of the attempted secession, Texas 
and the other Southern states were not in normal relations with the 
rest of the United States. These states had forfeited some rights be- 
cause of the rebellion. It was the duty of Congress, under its man- 
date of securing a republican government for all states, to decide 
what conditions the South must meet to come back into normal re- 
lations with the rest of the country. Hence, the Military Recon- 
struction Acts (q.v.), although unusual, were perfectly legal and 
constitutional. 

Then the Court moved on to the second issue, the bonds and ab ini- 
tio. Texas did not have to pay off the bondholders, said the Court. To 
decide such issues, the Court said that each problem’s purpose had to 
be looked at. The bonds were designed to support the rebellion and 
were null and void ab initio. But normal relationships of everyday 
life were not connected to the war and so all of these issues handled 
during the war were entirely valid. Included were such items as crim- 
inal and civil trials and their results and normal business and personal 
contracts, such as marriages, wills, deeds, and the like, “necessary to 
peace and good order among citizens.” What the Court finally did in 
Texas v. White was recognize the Shellabarger-Chase Forfeited Rights 
Theory (q.v.) as being the basis of Reconstruction. It was a practical 
notion that made the deeds pertaining to the war invalid but allowed 
all other relationships to stand. It was in effect a Moderate Republi- 
can (q.v.) version of Reconstruction. 


THIRTEENTH AMENDMENT. Although historians traditionally 
blame the Military Reconstruction Acts on the Radical Republicans 
(qq.v.), it is possible that as much (if not more) of the blame can be 
laid at the feet of Abraham Lincoln, Andrew Johnson, and William H. 
Seward (qq.v.) and their efforts to create a new conservative political 
party, which led the South to resist Reconstruction excessively and 
resulted in a harsher Reconstruction program in the long run. This re- 
alignment was hinted at by the congressional coalition that Seward 
assembled to pass the Thirteenth Amendment, which freed the slaves. 
The Thirteenth Amendment was critical because Lincoln and Seward 
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believed that the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.) lacked the neces- 
sary clout to endure as more than a temporary war measure. A con- 
stitutional amendment was forever. 

By the end of the Civil War, Conservative Republicans were on a 
roll. They had backed and reelected Lincoln in 1864 and, through 
Secretary of State Seward, supported the president consistently since 
1861. The Radical Republicans, however, had the image of party dis- 
loyalty. They had opposed Seward’s candidacy for president in 1860, 
tried to oust him from the cabinet in 1862, threatened Lincoln’s Re- 
construction policy with the Wade-Davis Manifesto (q.v.) in 1864, 
bolted the party later that year for John Charles Frémont’s so-called 
Radical Democracy (qq.v.), forced Frank Blair out of Lincoln’s cab- 
inet despite the president’s confidence in him as the price of their 
reentry into the party, and tried to block Lincoln’s renomination. 

So, by 1865, it was possible that new party coalitions might be in 
vogue. Democrats (q.v.) had opposed the war with their peace fac- 
tion, and many War Democrats wanted to drop the party label as they 
had in 1864 supporting the Lincoln-Johnson National Union Party 
(q.v.) ticket. Republicans were a minority party, capable of winning 
the presidency but not a majority in Congress with the return of the 
South. At stake was the political control of the United States for a 
generation or more, if the correct political moves were made. No one 
realized this more than Secretary of State Seward, who assumed a 
commanding position upon the death of Lincoln through the coalition 
he had assembled in 1864 and 1865 to garner passage of the Thir- 
teenth Amendment through Congress to guarantee the liberty of the 
slaves nationwide. 

Although the Republicans had managed to get the proposed con- 
stitutional amendment through the Senate, the House proved to be 
another matter. A strong Democratic Party led the opposition, operat- 
ing under the party’s slogan in the 1864 presidential election: “The 
Constitution as it is, and the Union as it was” (i.e., with slavery). Dis- 
liking emancipation (especially through presidential decree) and abo- 
litionists (qq.v.), believing the war was started intentionally to put the 
Republicans in a congressional majority and pass their domestic pro- 
gram (tariffs, taxes, national banking system, and massive internal 
improvements), and full of racial prejudice endemic in the North, the 
Democrats could deny the amendment the two-thirds vote necessary 
for passage. 
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Seward had warned Lincoln of the opposition in the House to the 
Thirteenth Amendment, but Lincoln was insistent that it had to pass. So 
Seward went to work to build a coalition that would do it. It would not 
be easy. Most Northern Democrats were from border areas, slave states 
that had remained loyal to the United States in 1861. But there were oth- 
ers, too, some from Seward’s native New York state. Sixteen Democrats 
had deserted their party, fourteen of whom were lame ducks (not re- 
turned to office in the past November 1864 election, but serving until 
March 1865), and six of whom were from New York state. Many sus- 
pected bribery carried the day, especially in the form of cash and polit- 
ical appointments. But there was more. Seward let it be known that if 
the Thirteenth Amendment lobby and cooperation between conserva- 
tives of all parties continued, Reconstruction would be short and sweet. 

The significance of Seward’s manipulations that got the Thirteenth 
Amendment passed is that had he failed, it might have drastically al- 
tered American history. Lincoln had threatened to call a special ses- 
sion of Congress in the spring of 1865 to reconsider the amendment 
if it failed in January. Lincoln always doubted that his Emancipation 
Proclamation had legality, having been done under the president’s 
war powers, by stretching them to their limits. He was not about to 
condemn blacks to a return to slavery under an adverse decision of 
the Supreme Court (q.v.) or some later, hostile Congress. (The South 
held slaves who had not already run off well into 1866, just in case 
the amendment failed to be approved by the states.) He had to have 
an amendment one way or another. Lincoln’s special session would 
have met in March and April 1865, and could have been in session 
when he was assassinated and Johnson took over. It would have pre- 
vented Johnson’s acting alone under presidential proclamation (q.v.) 
to institute his Reconstruction program. 

In any case, Johnson fell heir to Seward’s conservative coalition 
and its form of Reconstruction: freedom for the slaves, generous 
terms to the defeated Confederates, quick return of Southern states to 
the Union, and cooperation between conservatives. It is just that 
Johnson saw the coalition differently from Seward (who saw it dif- 
ferently from Lincoln). To Johnson the coalition included all Demo- 
cratic factions (it had to, because they controlled his governments in 
the South) and excluded both Moderate and Radical Republicans—a 
critical mistake as the Moderate Republicans were the biggest group 
in both houses of Congress. Seward would have excluded the Radi- 
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cal Republicans (whom Lincoln had desired to work with) and the 
Southern Secessionist and Northern Peace Democrats (whom John- 
son hoped to work with). Seward would have reorganized on the ba- 
sis of all the middle-of-the-road politicians left over. All three men 
wanted to include the old Northern and Southern Whigs (q.v.), the 
heart of pre—Civil War conservatism. 

Although Lincoln and Seward saw the coalition as Northern con- 
trolled, Johnson envisioned it as Southern controlled, as Democrats 
had been before the war. And Johnson had no desire to grant the freed 
African Americans any civil or political rights. Both Seward and Lin- 
coln saw some black rights as essential to freedom. But all conserva- 
tive Reconstruction proposals had something in common: they all 
wanted a quick readmission of the South (to form a revitalized Whig 
Party for Seward and Lincoln, or a greater Democratic Party for 
Johnson). Essentially, all the South had to do for the conservatives 
was free the slaves and forget the war. 


THOMPSON, JACOB (1810-1885). Born in North Carolina, Jacob 
Thompson was educated in local academies and the university of 
North Carolina. He studied law and was admitted to the bar in 1835. 
The following years he went to Mississippi to seek his fortune. In 
1838, he married it, in the person of Catherine Ann Jones. Thompson 
lived in Natchez, Pontotoc, and Oxford. At the latter place he was 
elected as a Democrat (q.v.) to the U.S. House of Representatives, 
where he served from 1839 to 1851. He was chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, a supporter of the War with Mexico, and an 
opponent of the Compromise of 1850 (q.v.), which he considered to 
offer little to the South. 

Franklin Pierce (q.v.) offered Thompson the consulship at Havana, 
but he declined. He lost a try at the governorship of Mississippi to 
Jefferson Davis (q.v.) in 1855. When James Buchanan (q.v.) became 
president, Thompson was made secretary of the interior. He central- 
ized all control of the department in his hands, making him responsi- 
ble for considerable fraud in the Indian Trust Fund. He resigned when 
he charged that Buchanan’s cabinet interfered with secession (q.v.) 
unwisely. His resignation to follow his state into the Confederacy 
was probably all that saved him from indictment. During the war he 
was an aide to Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard and Gen. John C. Pemberton 
(qq.v.). He was captured at Vicksburg and exchanged. 
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Thompson served in the Mississippi legislature until 1864, when 
President Davis sent him to Canada to coordinate Secret Service ac- 
tivity. There Thompson tried to get various Copperhead (q.v.) organ- 
izations, such as the Order of American Knights and the Sons of Lib- 
erty, to break Confederate soldiers out of prisoner of war camps. He 
was also accused of backing such things as the plot to burn New York 
City and even financing and organization of the plot to kidnap or as- 
sassinate President Abraham Lincoln (qq.v.). 

With these charges hanging over his head, Thompson fled to Eu- 
rope after the war, carrying cash from considerable Confederate ex- 
pense accounts with him, although he denied it. In 1868, he returned 
to Mississippi, eventually taking up residence in Memphis, Ten- 
nessee. He acquired considerable real estate holdings, which fi- 
nanced his later years. He was never charged with his various alleged 
wrongdoings. 


THROCKMORTON, JAMES W. (1825-1894). In July 1867, Con- 
gress vindicated Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan’s (q.v.) desire to re- 
place Southern politicians whom he deemed as “impediments to Re- 
construction.” Sheridan’s Texas subordinate in the Fifth Military 
District (Louisiana and Texas), Bvt. Maj. Gen. Charles Griffin (q.v.), 
had been pestering him to move against Texas Governor James W. 
Throckmorton, and Throckmorton became the first official removed 
under the new Third Military Reconstruction Act (q.v.). In retaliation, 
President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) fired Sheridan and replaced him 
with a general known for his Democratic (q.v.) politics, Maj. Gen. 
Winfield Scott Hancock (q.v.). 

Throckmorton did not leave office without a protest. He published 
a thirteen-page address to the people of Texas in which he defended 
himself and his regime against charges of impeding Reconstruction. 
Sheridan had refused Throckmorton’s request for a face-to-face meet- 
ing with him or Griffin, and Sheridan, said Throckmorton, refused to 
allow any debate or disagreement as to policy. He instead expected 
everyone to salute and say “yes, sir” like a boot second lieutenant. If 
anyone was an impediment to Reconstruction, it was Sheridan and his 
subordinates, claimed Throckmorton. The governor charged Sheridan 
with covering up three military-civilian incidents in which guilty sol- 
diers got off with no punishment: the Brenham fire, in which troops 
burned the town in drunken response to not being allowed to attend a 
town dance while inebriated; the Lindley affair, in which a Waco man 


TILDEN, SAMUEL J. (1814-1886) ® 609 


shot dead two alleged Rebels under military protection who could tes- 
tify he was a horse thief; and the Walker affair, in which two black 
soldiers shot dead a deaf man for no apparent reason. 

There was more, Throckmorton continued. Sheridan incorrectly 
ignored the ruling of the U.S. attorney general and forced all voters 
to take the ironclad oath (q.v.) to register; he illegally set aside a state 
law allowing five judicial districts to disappear by reappointing two 
Union men and re-creating their districts; he permitted military com- 
missions and Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.) courts to interfere with state 
courts contrary to the ex parte Milligan decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court (qq.v.); he refused to permit the state to honor the remains of 
Confederate Gen. Albert Sidney Johnston (q.v.), an original “Texi- 
can,” as the body was moved from Galveston to Austin for burial; and 
he wrote his false report of November 1866, which many blamed for 
providing Congress with the excuse to pass the Military Reconstruc- 
tion Acts (q.v.), alleging that “Pride in the Rebellion” was the motive 
for any attempt by a civil official to discuss a military order. 

Actually, the whole argument boiled down to the charge that Grif- 
fin had made against Throckmorton. He simply had not violated any 
law, but he lacked the proper spirit for reconstructing the state. 
Throckmorton hurled the same charge back at the two officers, de- 
crying Sheridan’s slurring the state’s honor when he supposedly re- 
marked in a San Antonio hotel that if he owned Texas and Hell he 
would rent out Texas and live in Hell (actually Sheridan did have a 
better sense of humor than his critics gave him credit for—if one 
were not the butt of his jokes). Sheridan’s defenders then and now 
point out that the general really was not a dictator as charged but 
more of a man caught up in a new and novel situation never before 
contemplated in American government. If he had a fault, it was his 
dedication to the results of the war and his dealing with second-rate 
politicians. But this was not wholly true. In the end, Sheridan got 
caught up in his own web of half-truths. He had to get rid of Wells 
and Throckmorton or admit that he and Griffin were wrong. He could 
not do that. So the governors went and Sheridan became, in the words 
of Richard Taylor, son of one-time President Zachary Taylor (q.v.) 
and wartime Confederate commandant of Louisiana, “the General of 
the Radicals.” 


TILDEN, SAMUEL J. (1814-1886). Born in New Lebanon, New 
York, Samuel J. Tilden grew up in a political atmosphere. His father 
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was a storekeeper, a postmaster, and a member of the Albany Re- 
gency, the political machine that Martin Van Buren used to build up 
the Jacksonian Democrat (q.v.) political party. Politics were a con- 
stant topic of conversation at the Tilden home and business, and big- 
wigs in New York’s Democratic machine often visited. Tilden’s fa- 
ther was a natural hypochondriac, his store sold drugs and patent 
medicines by the score, and the son soon developed similar tenden- 
cies. So Tilden grew up an American patriot devoted to the Demo- 
cratic Party, with a morbid interest in his health, which he always 
thought to be poor but really was not. No wonder he never married. 
He was too baneful to attract any woman to a lifetime commitment. 

Tilden’s formal education was sporadic. He kept leaving school be- 
cause he thought he was sick. He went to New York City to live with 
an aunt, both to continue his studies and to find better medical advice. 
Tilden was not yet out of his teens when he wrote a paper defending 
President Andrew’s Jackson’s removal of federal deposits from the 
Second Bank of the United States that was so good that the Demo- 
cratic Party published it and had it distributed statewide. Tilden tried 
to go to Yale College, but the environment made him ill, as did the 
food. So he returned home, settling for an honorary degree he would 
receive in 1875. He returned to New York City, attended a local col- 
lege, and spent much time writing on political matters. By 1841, he 
had studied enough to pass the bar and become a practicing lawyer. 

Shortly after Tilden entered law practice, his father died. This, 
combined with a steady and purposeful life, led him to greater health 
and well-being. He became a corporate lawyer (one of the first really 
good ones in the country) and entered Democratic politics. Tilden 
served in the state legislature (1846-1847), in the state constitutional 
convention (1847), and unsuccessfully ran for state attorney general 
in the mid-1850s. Meanwhile, his law business grew as he partici- 
pated in many important cases, particularly handling the organization 
and reorganization of railroads, that made him a very rich, well- 
known man. 

Tilden did not take much interest in the Civil War. He opposed the 
election of Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) and believed the war to be a mis- 
take. But he did go to Washington at the request of Secretary of War 
Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.) to advise him on the management of his 
department. Tilden told Stanton that he should crush the rebellion by 
massive force, the North’s true advantage against the South. He then 
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returned to New York and ignored the conflict, although he encour- 
aged the Democrats to maintain a constitutional opposition to Lin- 
coln’s expansion of the executive branch. After the war, Tilden 
tended to support President Andrew Johnson’s Reconstruction poli- 
cies (qq.v.), and advised the president often. 

But his real reputation came from his prosecution of the William 
M. “Boss” Tweed Ring (q.v.) that was corrupting New York City dur- 
ing this period. This required some political courage as Tweed and 
his henchmen delivered the massive New York City vote for the state 
Democrats regularly. But as chairman of the party, Tilden believed 
that it was his obligation to clean up the blatant corruption (q.v.) of 
the era, no matter who was involved. He also led an investigation of 
the New York bar association into judges who had backed Tweed, 
running them out of office. Meanwhile, he kept his own involvement 
in the transcontinental railroad’s Crédit Mobilier (q.v.) payoffs an 
open secret. 

Tilden supported the Horatio Seymour campaign for president in 
1868 and the Liberal Republican (q.v.) campaign against President 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) in 1872. In 1874, Tilden ran for and won the 
governorship. Here, too, he acted as a reformer, breaking up the so- 
called Canal Ring, which was composed of men of both parties who 
bilked the state out of millions. His cleanup of New York politics fired 
the imagination of the nation and his nomination for president on the 
Democratic ticket in 1876 was inevitable. During the campaign, the 
Republicans (q.v.) tried to make an issue of everything they could 
find: Tilden’s health and general nuttiness in trying to preserve it, his 
being a bachelor (showing no faith in American womanhood or the fu- 
ture of the country), and alleged fraud in computing his wartime in- 
come tax returns. He ran literally no campaign, so much so that many 
thought him indifferent to the election’s outcome. His unwillingness 
to buy one of the returning boards in the South condemned him to lose 
the disputed electoral count, although Tilden always maintained that 
he had been robbed unfairly of the post of chief executive (a view 
most historians agree with). Tilden spent the rest of his years advising 
the inner circle of the Democratic Party on an intermittent basis as a 
retired elder statesman. See ELECTION OF 1876. 


TOM’S BROOK, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 
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TOTOPOTOMY CREEK, BATTLE OF. See RICHMOND OR 
OVERLAND CAMPAIGN. 


TOURGEE, ALBION W. (1838-1905). A North Carolina carpetbag- 
ger (q.v.), Albion W. Tourgée was born in extreme northeastern Ohio 
of Huguenot parents. His mother died when he was five. He could not 
abide his stepmother and left for a relative’s home in Massachusetts. 
There he lost the sight in his right eye when he and a friend were 
playing with percussion caps. He and his classmates enlisted in a vol- 
unteer regiment for the war. He was run over by a gun carriage at the 
First Battle of Manassas (q.v.) and paralyzed for a year because of the 
resulting back injury. He finally was able to walk with crutches and 
finished his college degree and studied for the law. Rejoining the war 
as a lieutenant in a Ohio regiment, Tourgée got hit in the hip at Per- 
ryville and was captured at Stones River (qq.v.), spending four 
months in a Rebel prison before being exchanged. He returned to the 
army and served in the Battle of Chickamauga, reinjuring his back at 
the Battle of Chattanooga (qq.v.). The injury cost him a promotion so 
he resigned from the army in protest. Tourgée practiced law until he 
received a letter from Provisional Governor William W. Holden (q.v.) 
of North Carolina. Actually, it was an advertisement sent off to nu- 
merous soldiers in the North. It invited them to come to the Tar Heel 
State and try farming. 

A seasick Tourgée arrived in New Bern in the summer of 1865. He 
rode the train to Raleigh, where he met Holden. The people of the 
state were broke and willing to rent land cheaply, Holden told 
Tourgée. He decided to go back north, get some friends, and come 
back to rent land in the Carolina up-country to run a plant nursery. 
They would be pretty much alone there, as most Yankees had stayed 
in the low country. But Tourgée found the climate more to his liking 
in Guilford County. 

Try as he might to concentrate on farming, political events drew 
him in. He was a part of a local Union convention that adopted his 
resolution for impartial suffrage. The convention then sent him to a 
Union Loyal League (q.v.) convention at Philadelphia held to counter 
the “Arm-in-Arm Convention” (q.v.) of Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) sup- 
porters that met earlier. Here Tourgée met other North Carolina 
Scalawags (q.v.) and carpetbaggers (q.v.), who elected him chairman 
of the delegation. Tourgée made a credible speech on behalf of Ne- 
gro suffrage. Then the Loyalists decided to send out delegates to fol- 
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low the president on his “Swing around the Circle” (q.v.) campaign 
to elect Democrats (q.v.) to Congress. Tourgée was one of those se- 
lected, but a hasty letter from North Carolina convinced him to return 
there. The whole state was up in arms over his convention speech and 
his electioneering up North. The nursery was failing because Tourgée 
and anyone associated with him faced social and economic boycott. 

Tourgée and his associates had to sell out. But he refused to leave 
the state. He tried to sell real estate and he opened a loyal newspaper. 
Both enterprises failed. But Congress had just passed the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.). Tourgée became one of those elected to 
the new state constitutional convention. His outspokenness at the 
convention made him one of the best-known and notorious carpet- 
baggers in the state. Tourgée backed the black vote, which he framed 
as democracy for all. He helped bring government to the people by 
standing against having local officials appointed from Raleigh. In the 
election that followed, Tourgée was elected judge. 

For the next few years Tourgée lived well. He bought a nice brick 
house at Greensboro that he named “Carpet Bag Lodge.” Other 
parcels of land followed. Most of it was farmland, so he hired men 
to cultivate it. He invested in racehorses. Most of the time Tourgée 
rode circuit for his job on the bench. He regularly covered eight 
counties. And he began a lifelong hobby; he wrote novels set in the 
South that revealed the evils of slavery and the shortcomings of Re- 
construction. 

In 1874, Tourgée’s tenure as judge was up. He once again turned 
to practicing law. But he did not do as well as he had hoped. Reluc- 
tantly, he went to Washington, D.C., to seek a government job. He re- 
ceived a job as pension agent, which necessitated selling his home in 
Greensboro and moving to Raleigh. He ran for Congress in 1878 but 
was beaten by a Confederate veteran, losing every county in the dis- 
trict. In 1879, he left North Carolina forever, going to New York City 
to see about the publication of his novels. His anonymous novel, A 
Fool’s Errand, became a runaway best-seller. His next venture, under 
his own name, Bricks without Straw, did even better. 

Bad investments soon drained his cash reserves, forcing him to 
write more. Tourgée continued to promote political civil and social 
rights for African Americans. In 1896, he penned his last great mis- 
sive for black rights when he wrote a brief for the case Plessy v. 
Ferguson (q.v.), which concerned the right of African Americans to 
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use freely all public accommodations, in this case a whites-only 
railroad car. The U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) ignored Tourgée’s 
appeal to enforce the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.) and declared 
“separate but equal” to be the law of the land. Tourgée then ac- 
cepted an appointment as U.S. consul at Bordeaux, France. He died 
there, still on duty, in 1905. 


TRENT AFFAIR. After the failure of the Yancey-Rost-Mann delega- 
tion (q.v.) to secure European recognition of the Confederacy as a le- 
gal de jure government, the Rebels decided that a trio of roving am- 
bassadors was insufficient for their diplomatic needs. In November 
1861, President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) sent James M. Mason of Vir- 
ginia and John Slidell of Louisiana to Great Britain and France, re- 
spectively. The two men were smuggled through the blockade at 
Hampton Roads to Havana, Cuba. There the local press made much 
of their safe arrival, which came to the notice of Capt. Charles Wilkes 
of the USS San Jacinto, a steam frigate of the U.S. Navy. 

Wilkes determined on his own volition to do something about this 
perceived insult to the effectiveness of the Federal blockade (q.v.) of 
the South. He lay in wait on the high seas, and when Mason and 
Slidell passed in the British mail ship Trent, he fired a shot across its 
bow, forcing the Trent to heave to and be boarded. Then U.S. sailors 
arrested and removed the two Rebels and allowed the Trent to go on 
its way. Wilkes took Mason and Slidell to Boston to be formally in- 
terred and became the hero of the hour. 

There was a slight problem with what Capt. Wilkes had done. It 
went contrary to all U.S. principles about freedom of the seas and 
neutral rights, for which the nation had supposedly fought the War of 
1812. Wilkes should have at least taken the Trent to a prize court and 
let a judge rule on their removal. The English were furious when the 
Trent got to its destination—not that they had never done the same. 
But the most important thing about the Trent affair was that it took 
over a month for the news to crisscross the Atlantic. This allowed the 
Northern public to forget about the hero, Capt. Wilkes, and the En- 
glish not to fret so much over the insult to British sovereignty. 

The hostile British note to the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) government 
had been softened by Queen Victoria’s husband, the Prince Consort 
Albert. Instead of an ultimatum, as the British Foreign Office wanted, 
it asked for an explanation and an apology. Lincoln and his secretary 
of state, William H. Seward (q.v.), were more than willing to mollify 
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the British. Since the excitement over Wilkes’s heroic action had sub- 
sided, Seward replied with the apology, coupled with the United 
States’ congratulations that the British had finally admitted to the tra- 
ditional American view of the rights of neutrals on the high seas. Ma- 
son and Slidell were let go and arrived in Europe. 

Mason proved to be the wrong man for Great Britain. He chewed 
tobacco in public, was loud and boisterous at the wrong times, so- 
cially and politically, and was an outspoken proslave advocate, when 
subtlety was called for. Although Britain seemed poised to give full 
recognition to the Confederate States of America in late summer 
1862, the failure of the Battle of Antietam (q.v.) crushed that hope 
forever. The British upper classes sympathized with the Confeder- 
ates, but the rest of Britain was too antislavery for the government to 
act without a major Rebel victory on the battlefield. This was one of 
the big reasons Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.). 
Mason achieved little and finally went to France to join Slidell in Au- 
gust 1863, after the failure at Gettysburg in the Pennsylvania Cam- 
paign (q.v.). 

Unlike Mason, Slidell proved to be an able diplomat. He spoke 
French, was married to a Louisiana French woman, and fit into 
French society neatly. He also had an easier task—the French being 
more disposed to the Confederacy from the beginning. But France 
was embroiled in the attempt to install Maximilian (q.v.) in Mexico 
and dared not move without the help or the tacit cooperation of the 
British navy. So Confederate diplomacy came to naught. 


TREVILIAN STATION, BATTLE OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE 
OF. 


TRUMBULL, LYMAN (1813-1896). The U.S. senator who acted as 
the congressional liaison to President Andrew Johnson (q.v.) in the 
early days of Reconstruction, Lyman Trumbull was born in Col- 
chester, Connecticut. He attended a local academy and in 1833 went 
to Greenville, Georgia, to teach school for three years. He also read 
law in his spare time and was admitted to the bar in 1836 and be- 
gan to practice law in Belleville, Illinois, near St. Louis, in 1837. 
Trumbull soon became interested in politics and was elected to the 
state legislature as a Democrat (q.v.). He resigned his seat to be- 
come Illinois secretary of state for two years before returning to his 
law practice. He ran for several offices but was not successful until 
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he was elected judge of the state supreme court. He was reelected 
to the bench in 1852. 

As Trumbull sat on the bench, the nation drifted to the crisis over 
the extension of slavery into the West in the Kansas issue. Trumbull 
stepped down to run for a seat in the House of Representatives as an 
anti-Nebraska Democrat (against the extension of slavery into terri- 
tory north of the old Missouri Compromise [q.v.] line). But before 
he could go to Washington, the Illinois legislature picked him to be 
the new U.S. senator. Trumbull won this seat with Whig (q.v.) sup- 
port, Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) throwing party support behind this 
Democrat in a three-way race to get a Free-Soil man to counter 
Democratic Senator Stephen A. Douglas (q.v.) already in Washing- 
ton. Trumbull would be reelected two more times and stay as sena- 
tor until 1871. 

In Washington, Trumbull soon deserted the Democrats for the new 
Republican Party (q.v.) over the slavery issue. As Lincoln had hoped, 
Trumbull and Douglas opposed each other over the extension of slav- 
ery into the West. Trumbull opposed the admission of Kansas as a slave 
state under the Lecompton Constitution (q.v.) and believed that until a 
territory actually became a state, Congress ought to have full authority, 
while Douglas wanted the population of Kansas to vote on the issue 
through his doctrine of popular sovereignty (q.v.). Trumbull refused to 
accept compromise over the secession (q.v.) movement, holding that 
the South had plenty of guarantees for its position under the U.S. Con- 
stitution as it stood. Trumbull acted as a Lincoln advisor during the 
Civil War, especially advising the president on constitutional and legal 
matters. He proposed that Congress legalize acts of doubtful constitu- 
tionality that Lincoln performed while it was out of session (expanding 
the army and navy, juggling appropriations from other departments 
into military expenses, and suspending habeas corpus), while at the 
same time he opposed granting Lincoln unlimited power to battle the 
rebellion. Trumbull backed confiscation of Rebel property, supported 
the admission of the Ten Percent Plan government in Louisiana to Con- 
gress, and introduced the resolution that would become the Thirteenth 
Amendment (q.v.), freeing the slaves nationwide. 

After Lincoln’s death, Trumbull was the man who went to Presi- 
dent Andrew Johnson and thought he got his agreement to sign the 
Freedmen’s Bureau Renewal Bill and the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 
(qq.v.), both measures he wrote and believed in as a moderate ap- 
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proach to Reconstruction. He warned Johnson that Congress was less 
inclined to permit presidential usurpation of its powers during peace 
than it had been during the war. But Trumbull did not think that Rad- 
ical Reconstruction (the Military Reconstruction Acts) (qq.v.) was 
necessarily legal, constitutional, or wise. He was one of the seven 
who voted to acquit the president during the impeachment (q.v.) trial. 
This action was the last straw for the Republican leadership. They 
drove Trumbull out of their conferences and straight into the hands of 
the Liberal Republican (q.v.) movement that opposed President 
Ulysses S. Grant’s (q.v.) reelection in the election of 1872 (q.v.). This 
move cost Trumbull any chance for reelection, and he retired after 
stumping the North for Horace Greeley (q.v.) and returned to the 
practice of law, this time in Chicago. 

In 1876, he returned to the Democratic Party and acted as a legal 
counsel for Samuel J. Tilden (q.v.), the party’s candidate in the dis- 
puted election of 1876 (q.v.). Trumbull ran for governor of Illinois in 
1880 as a Democrat but lost the race. By the time of his death in 
1896, he was flirting with the Populist movement. Trumbull was an 
admirable man of much importance during the Civil War and Recon- 
struction, but his devotion to conscience made him an unreliable 
politician who might bolt the party line at any time for what he saw 
as the good of the nation. 


TULLAHOMA CAMPAIGN. See CHATTANOOGA CAMPAIGN. 
TUPELO, BATTLE OF. See BRICE’S CROSSROADS, BATTLE OF. 
TURKEY RUN, BATTLE OF. See SEVEN DAYS CAMPAIGN. 


TWEED, WILLIAM MARCY (MAGEAR) “BOSS” (1823-1878). 
Born of parents of Scottish descent, William Marcy (Magear is his 
mother’s name and today believed to be his real middle name) Tweed 
was born in New York City. His father was a chair maker, and after a 
stint in public school, young Tweed was apprenticed to him to learn 
the trade. Two years later the boy went off to a saddler to learn that 
trade, too. He then went to a private academy in New Jersey to learn 
bookkeeping and became the accountant of a small brush factory that 
his father had recently bought. At age nineteen he became a partner 
in the firm and at twenty-one he married Mary Jane Skaden, who 
bore him eight children. Tweed was known as a sober young man and 
a good husband and father. Outside the home among men, he was 
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noted for being big in size and not averse to using his fists to settle 
an argument. He became a volunteer fireman and helped create the 
Americus Fire Company No. 6, known as the “Big 6” in fire circles. 
Tweed used the fire company as his entrée into politics, a common 
path to power in the big cities of the nineteenth-century United States. 
Like most politicians of the era, he immediately organized a “ring” of 
adherents to split up the graft and corruption (q.v.), called the Tweed 
Ring (q.v.). He was alderman (1852-1853), U.S. congressmen 
(1853-1855), head of the Board of Supervisors (1856), school com- 
missioner (1856-1857), street commissioner (1861-1870), commis- 
sioner of public works (1870-1871), and state senator (1867-1871). 
Under attack from various city newspapers that suspected the 
worst but could not prove anything, Tweed was brought down when 
rumors of the lesser amounts given underlings caused them to have a 
clerk copy the real accounts and release them through the New York 
Times to the public. With the truth out, the Tweed Ring began to fall 
apart. Most of the higher-ups in the organization fled the country, 
leaving Tweed to take the rap. He was sentenced to a dozen years in 
jail and a stiff fine, but appeals got both reduced. Stymied in the crim- 
inal proceedings, the good government Committee of Seventy filed a 
civil suit prosecuted by Samuel J. Tilden (q.v.), a well-known corpo- 
rate lawyer. Unable to make bail, Tweed languished in jail until he 
managed to escape while on a furlough home. He fled to Spain but 
was recognized by local authorities on the basis of one of Thomas 
Nast’s cartoons, which had been instrumental in his original down- 
fall. Returned to New York City, Tweed found himself convicted of 
the civil charges and unable to repay the money demanded by the 
court. He died shortly afterward in his jail cell at age fifty-five. 


TWEED RING. The Tweed Ring, the first modern big city machine in 
American politics, had its origins in a New York City fire engine 
company, Americus No. 6. Organized in 1848 by William Marcy 
(Magear) Tweed (q.v.) and others, the Americus company was a 
stepping-stone into city politics, like all other fire companies of its 
day. Its symbol was the head of a Bengal tiger, which in time would 
become the sign of Tammany Hall, New York City’s Democrat (q.v.) 
club. In 1850, Tweed, a big, burly man with an ability to use his fists 
when reason failed to carry an argument, became the leader of the 
“Big 6,” as city firemen fondly called the company. Tweed also ran 
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for city alderman in his first grab at the strings of political power, but 
lost by a small margin. The following year he ran again. This time he 
showed more of the political acumen that he exercised the rest of his 
life. He had little chance to win in a two-way race, but he persuaded 
a friend to run as an independent Whig (q.v.) and thus split their nat- 
ural majority. Democrat Tweed was on his way to fame and infamy. 

The common city council to which Tweed was elected was already 
known as the “Forty Thieves.” Tweed quickly fit into the system of 
graft for which the council was named and, in 1852, he was elected 
to a seat in the U.S. Congress. Tweed served only one term in Wash- 
ington. He preferred municipal politics and the unbridled corruption 
(q.v.) for which it was renown. 

The Tweed Ring made its votes through its management of welfare 
for the poor, particularly the Irish immigrants. There was no federal 
assistance in those days. In exchange for political loyalty, the ring 
handed out city jobs, housing, food, education, and citizenship pa- 
pers. Tammany Hall would hold out its votes until upstate New York 
had voted and then deliver the majorities required for the Democrats 
to win. Then Tammany men would vote the gravestones, and send in 
vote repeaters (they preferred men with full beards who would shave 
a little each time to look different) and pack the ballot boxes. The 
“adjusted” figures usually would keep the Democrats in power at Al- 
bany as well as in the city. Needless to say, Tweed and his henchmen 
were heroes to those in need, and New York City had a lot of those. 

Tweed ran the ring out of his midtown law office. True, Tweed was 
not much of a lawyer, but he knew people and how they worked. He 
collected huge “legal fees” from every business that had an office in- 
side the city. The Erie Railroad, for example, paid lawyer Tweed 
$100,000 personally for its rights to enter the city. In 1864, Tweed 
bought a print shop and required that all businesses patronize it if 
they wished a license to operate. He also bought into a Massachusetts 
marble firm that provided building materials for public buildings at a 
nice markup. Tweed had two mansions in which he lived during var- 
ious political seasons, one in Albany, recognized as the Democrat 
headquarters for the whole state; and another up on Fifth Avenue in 
the city, the real mayor’s office. Holding multiple offices was a 
Tweed specialty, and he also was head of the state Democratic Party, 
New York school commissioner, president of the county board of su- 
pervisors, and commissioner of public streets. 


620 © TWEED RING 


In 1869, the ring decided that all bills paid by the city would be on 
the basis of 50 percent going to themselves. It soon appeared that the 
high standard of living for ring elders would suffer under such an 
arrangement and the ante was raised to 85 percent. Tweed became 
chairman of the board (without investment) of banks, gas companies, 
and street railways that operated in his home of Manhattan. He also 
got the ball rolling on the Brooklyn Bridge for a mere $40,000 in 
stock, public interest seeming to override the usual massive take. But 
the true gem of the Tweed Ring was the New York City courthouse. 
Projected to be an $800,000 building of which the city could be 
proud, it turned into a $12 million boondoggle that was never fin- 
ished during Tweed’s tenure. It was a testament to his power that 
when Tweed’s daughter got married in 1870 she and her groom 
cleaned up, with over $700,000 in gifts from “grateful” city business 
and social leaders. 

But time was growing short for Tweed and his pals. Harper’s 
Weekly magazine began its campaign against the ring, using the 
courthouse as its centerpiece. The campaign was reinforced not only 
by editorials and feature stories, but also by the skillful drawings of 
cartoonist Thomas Nast. With a real penchant for hitting the ring and 
its members where it hurt, Nast illustrated the intricacies of govern- 
ment fraud for the uneducated and high society as well. It was not an 
easy job. At first people refused to believe that the kindly old man at 
city hall was anything but a near saint. But the Harper’s campaign, 
illustrated by Nast’s brilliant cartoon drawings, finally took its toll. 
Rumors of how much Tweed took got two dissatisfied politicos to 
turn the ring’s secret books, the real accounting, over to the New York 
Times. 

With the printing of the account books, it was all over. A public 
Committee of Seventy formed to coordinate the prosecution, which 
was ably handled by Samuel J. Tilden (q.v.) and would raise him to 
be a presidential candidate in the election of 1876 (q.v.). Tweed was 
indicted on criminal charges. A civil suit sought to reclaim the fraud- 
ulently spent public funds. Tweed’s cronies did not wait to see if their 
boss could beat the charges; as men of little faith in the aroused pub- 
lic, they fled quickly to Canada and Europe. Tweed managed to get a 
hung jury on the first go-around in court. But a second trial brought 
in a verdict of guilty and Tweed received a dozen years in prison and 
a $12,500 fine. Able attorneys appealed the verdict and got it reduced 
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to a year and $250, and by 1875, Tweed was out of jail, having served 
his time and paid his fine. 

The significance of the Tweed Ring is that it places the corruption 
in the Reconstruction South into perspective as a national phenome- 
non, not merely a sectional blight. 


TWITCHELL, MARSHALL H. (1840-1905). Perhaps no single man 
personifies what historian Claude Bowers once labeled the “Tragic 
Era” more than Marshall Twitchell of Vermont. War hero, idealist, 
capitalist, opportunist, legislator, politician, planter, cozen, and vic- 
tim, Twitchell ran the gamut from good to bad to catastrophic during 
his participation in the Civil War and Reconstruction. 

Twitchell’s life from his birth to stouthearted Yankee, Congrega- 
tional stock in Vermont on the last day of February 1840, through his 
childhood on a hardscrabble farm, to his enlistment in the 4th Ver- 
mont Volunteer Infantry, and his laudable service in one of the “fight- 
ingest” regiments in the Union Army of the Potomac was a story of 
success. But, by 1864, Ist Sgt. Twitchell had been passed over for 
lieutenant. So he did what hundreds of men in similar circumstances 
did, he asked for transfer to the U.S. Colored Infantry. Passing 
through rigorous physical, mental, and moral examinations that 
proved his superiors in the 4th Vermont mistaken as to his qualities 
for promotion, Twitchell was assigned to the 109th Colored Infantry 
and transferred to Texas for occupation duty along the Rio Grande. 

But Twitchell was pulled out of the regiment at Indianola and sent 
back to New Orleans because of a toothache. It was but a short dis- 
tance from there to the offices of the Freedmen’s Bureau (q.v.). 
Twitchell chose an isolated spot in the Red River Valley near Shreve- 
port for his office. He suffered the usual problems of labor negotia- 
tions between white landowners and black employees, had the requi- 
site run-in with Yankee schoolmarms, and was mustered out of the 
service in 1866—almost. The order miscarried and Twitchell stayed 
on to meet Adele Coleman, a local planter’s daughter. 

Their marriage guaranteed that Twitchell would stay in Louisiana. 
Adele suffered from consumption, and Vermont had the worst death 
rates from that disease in the nation. She would die in a few years, 
anyway. Twitchell took his army money —he had saved nearly all of 
it—and bought land and became a cotton planter. When the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) passed through Congress, Twitchell was 
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the only white trusted by local blacks, and the only white with a foot 
in the governing class through his wife’s family. As such, Bienville 
Parish (county) sent him to the state constitutional convention in New 
Orleans. He ran for parish judge, lost the election, only to see his op- 
ponent disqualified under the constitution Twitchell had helped write. 

Twitchell again outmaneuvered his political opponents and bought 
up Red River bottom lands with inside information. He created a 
Yankee colony in Coushatta in southern Bienville and then got it 
placed in the new Red River Parish that he and his pals dominated 
politically and economically. When the area went into depression 
during the Panic of 1873, the rich and politically influential Twitchell 
bought out those less fortunate than he. None of it was illegal; it was 
more the style of the era, or “honest graft,” as it was seen then. 

But his actions made powerful enemies in dangerous times. With 
the assistance of local authorities, Twitchell’s brother and several of 
his allies were arrested along with numerous black supporters. The 
whites were ordered out of the parish and escorted to Shreveport. On 
the way a White League (q.v.) posse overtook the sheriff’s escort and 
the white prisoners were murdered in what became known as the 
Coushatta Massacre (q.v.). Twitchell got himself appointed special 
commissioner, a sort of state-authorized lawman. He returned with 
federal soldiers and began arresting local whites under the Enforce- 
ment Acts (q.v.). 

But Twitchell knew that he was licked. The White League had de- 
feated the Republican (q.v.) forces in New Orleans. They were kept 
from complete victory only by the intervention of federal soldiers. 
But President Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) was talking of pulling the army 
out of the South. Certainly both candidates in the presidential elec- 
tion of 1876 (q.v.) had made that promise. Twitchell sent his family 
(almost all of them had come to Louisiana) back to Vermont. Why he 
did not stay there with them is not known. But he returned to 
Louisiana and worked feverishly in the state legislature to circumvent 
the impeachment of the Republican governor, William Pitt Kellogg 
(q.v.). 

Then he very unwisely went to Red River Parish to attend a Police 
Jury (county board of supervisors, elsewhere) meeting. Crossing the 
river, Twitchell and others were attacked by a lone gunman. The gun- 
man killed another white and wounded the black boatman. He shot 
Twitchell to pieces, costing him amputation of both arms. Twitchell 
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returned to Vermont, where he married a childhood sweetheart. Then, 
through some political influence, he was made U.S. consul in 
Kingston, Canada. Quite popular, the Canadians testified on his be- 
half to keep the spoils system from taking his job as administrations 
changed in Washington. He remained there the rest of his life. He had 
to be helped by his family in everyday matters until the day he died 
in 1905. 


oe 


UNION LOYAL LEAGUES. With the granting of the vote to African 
Americans, it became important for the Republican Party (q.v.) to or- 
ganize and deliver that political power in elections locally and na- 
tionally. The vehicle for this was the Union Leagues of America (also 
known as the Loyal Leagues or the Union Loyal Leagues). First 
founded in the North during the Civil War for white Republicans sup- 
porting the Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) administration after the Demo- 
crats’ (q.v.) resurgence in the congressional elections of 1862, it 
spread to white Unionist areas of the South such as the Appalachians, 
hills, and sandy pine barrens by the end of the war. The organization 
was secret and had a Masonic-like ritual (emphasizing chants in- 
volving the three Ls: league, loyal, and Lincoln). Although its pur- 
pose was purely secular and political, the leagues often operated be- 
hind the front of the local black church or secular benevolent 
societies for protection. 

Initially, the white organizers of local leagues had great power be- 
cause of the political inexperience of African Americans. But it did 
not take long before blacks began to listen to their own natural lead- 
ers and became more attuned to advancing their own concerns. It was 
they who organized the informal militias to protect themselves 
against white marauders, the plantation boycotts that forced planters 
to get rid of the old gang labor system, the schools that educated their 
members in political realities along with the three Rs, and the de- 
mand that political candidates deliver more (such as desegregation of 
public services) than a mere Republican Party label to get elected. 
Frequently, the point man for the leagues was the local Freedmen’s 
Bureau (q.v.) agent. He had the contacts in the black community to 
get things rolling. He also had the power to sign off on labor contracts 
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and he knew what political rights the African Americans had coming. 
He was assisted in his supervision of his agency by league members 
informing on planters operating in violation of fair labor standards. 

By 1867, the leagues had incorporated the new black voters into 
their ranks and were the vanguard of Republican Reconstruction 
(q.v.) support everywhere. As black representation among the leagues 
grew, the local white Union men, the original core of the leagues in 
the South, began to drop out, giving them a more black flavor. The 
leagues did more than just get out the vote. They helped focus black 
resistance to traditional plantation organization, which blacks hated 
for its reminders of slavery (gang labor, white supervision, clustered 
cabins, and minimal personal freedom as emphasized in the Black 
Codes [q.v.]), and paved the way for the reorganization of the indi- 
vidual agricultural worker into a decentralized family farming system 
by 1868, whether the land was owned, rented, or sharecropped. Thus, 
the leagues were important in both political and agricultural contexts 
and strengthened the blacks’ resistance to complete white domination 
and terrorizing by the Ku Klux Klan or Redemption (qq.v.). 


U.S. COLORED TROOPS. See AFRICAN AMERICAN SOLDIERS 
IN THE UNION ARMIES, USE OF. 


U.S. SANITARY COMMISSION. Patterned on the British Sanitary 
Commission established to improve hospital and field conditions for 
the common soldier during the Crimean War, the U.S. Sanitary 
Commission as a civilian agency was formed after the First Battle of 
Manassas (q.v.) showed how disorganized the actual military med- 
ical services for the wounded in the eastern theater of war were. It 
had its counterparts in the western theater in the Western Sanitary 
Commission and in various Christian commissions affiliated with 
several denominations. 

The commissions grew out of local Ladies Aid Societies. In the 
more individualistic South, there was little organization beyond the 
local level. But in the North, led by Dr. Henry Bellows of the Uni- 
tarian Church of New York, Dr. W. H. Van Bureau of the Physicians 
and Surgeons of New York Hospital, Dr. Elisha Harris of the 
Women’s Central Association, and Dr. Jacob Larsen of the Lint and 
Bandage Association, the U.S. Sanitary Commission became a pow- 
erful lobbying and practical organization to promote better conditions 
at the front and behind it. On 9 June 1861, Union President Abraham 
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Lincoln (q.v.) signed an executive order giving the members, mostly 
women, of the sanitary commissions access to the hospitals and the 
camps of the armies, with the powers to investigate conditions and 
recommend solutions. The front man for the U.S. Sanitary Commis- 
sion was its secretary, Frederick Law Olmstead, a landscape architect 
in New York City, designer of Central Park, and the author of several 
books detailing his firsthand observations in traveling through the an- 
tebellum slave South. 

The army medical directors and surgeons general (q.v.) disliked 
civilian meddling in their affairs, especially as the commissions 
brought about needed changes. These ran the gamut from cleaning up 
the camps and hospitals to prevent disease (q.v.), to improving field 
rations, to getting cooks appointed to correctly prepare what food 
was available, and to getting their candidate, Col. William Ham- 
mond, appointed as surgeon general, over the objections of Secretary 
of War Edwin McM. Stanton (q.v.), by going over his head directly 
to the president. They were also invaluable in getting women into the 
war zones as nurses (q.v.). See also AMBULANCE SERVICES AND 
TRIAGE; DISEASE; MEDICAL DIRECTORS OR SURGEONS 
GENERAL, CONFEDERATE AND UNION; WOUNDS. 


UNITED STATES yv. CRUIKSHANK ET AL. (1876). The defendants 
were among the attackers of blacks and white Republicans forted up 
in a Louisiana courthouse. A bloodbath known as the Colfax Mas- 
sacre (q.v.) ensued. William Cruikshank and others were identified 
by victims, arrested, and convicted under the Enforcement Acts 
(q.v.). The Supreme Court (q.v.) found that Cruikshank and his co- 
defendants had not violated the Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.) because 
no law in Louisiana prevented blacks from voting. Rather, Cruik- 
shank and his companions were able to be tried under state laws con- 
cerning fraud, intimidation, murder, and assault. So long as a state did 
not interfere with the functioning of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
Amendments (qq.v.) formally by law, the illegal actions of individu- 
als should be handled by a local authority. It was only when the state 
violated the amendment that federal law could apply directly to ac- 
tions of individuals. 


UNITED STATES y. HARRIS (1882). In effect, under the ruling in 
United States v. Cruikshank et al. (q.v.), the Supreme Court (q.v.) put 
black and white Republicans (q.v.) at the mercy of roaming bands of 
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armed gunmen, because no state could gain a conviction through the 
jury system for crimes considered by whites to be justifiable. And no 
state had acted to violate the terms of the Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.). 
This view was reemphasized a few years later in United States v. 
Harris et al. (1882), concerning a mob of twenty men who took four 
African Americans accused of various violations of Tennessee law 
from state authority and hanged them. The Court ruled that the Four- 
teenth Amendment (q.v.) did not go into effect merely because the 
state had been overwhelmed in its enforcement of the law. Any effort, 
failed or otherwise, counted. Congress’s inability to pass a proposed 
Fourth Enforcement Bill (q.v.) tightening up the whole process left 
matters standing as the Court left them. 


UNITED STATES vy. REESE ET AL. (1876). A state election official 
had been accused and convicted of not accepting and counting the 
vote of a black citizen who had not paid a required poll tax. But the 
Supreme Court (q.v.) saw the provisions of the Enforcement Acts 
(q.v.) as being so broad as to punish any interference with the fran- 
chise even though the Fifteen Amendment (q.v.) limited this to inter- 
ference for race alone. Hence, the Enforcement Acts lacked specific 
authority under the Constitution. Hiram Reese and his two codefen- 
dants were sustained in their refusal to count votes. 


UPPERVILLE. See PENNSYLVANIA CAMPAIGN. 
UTOY CREEK, BATTLE OF. See ATLANTA CAMPAIGN. 


-V- 


VALLANDIGHAM, EX PARTE (1864). Clement L. Vallandigham 
(1820-1871) was a U.S. representative from Ohio and an active 
Peace Democrat (q.v.). He was flashy and vocal, a real crowd- 
pleaser. Vallandigham believed that the interests of the Old North- 
west were being subverted by the Republican Party (q.v.), which was 
attempting to centralize the federal government while acting under 
the guise of fighting the Civil War. He spoke out on behalf of slavery 
as a social system that kept blacks in the South and out of the Free 
States. He maintained that the war could easily be ended through 
French mediation. 
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As Vallandigham spoke throughout Ohio, he came to the notice of 
the U.S. Military Department of the Ohio, commanded by Maj. Gen. 
Ambrose E. Burnside (q.v.), who was in exile for the fiasco he made 
of the Fredericksburg Campaign (q.v.). Burnside sent officers to lis- 
ten to Vallandigham and take notes of his most inflammatory state- 
ments. Then Burnside arrested Vallandigham under General Orders 
No. 38, which called for the military arrest and trial of anyone ex- 
pressing sympathy with the Confederates. Tried in front of a military 
tribunal, Vallandigham was found guilty and jailed in Cincinnati. He 
issued a statement from his cell, condemning the “American Bastille” 
in which he was held. 

Burnside’s action only served to bring attention to Vallandigham’s 
plight. Declaring himself to be a “Democrat—for the Constitution, 
for law, for Union, for liberty —this is my only crime,” Vallandigham 
embarrassed President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.). The president noted 
that those convicted under the Conspiracy Law could be banished 
from the country, rather than jailed and held. So Lincoln, with much 
fanfare, sent Vallandigham to the Confederacy under a flag of truce 
through the military lines in Tennessee. This made Vallandigham 
more of a joke than a threat. When Union Maj. Gen. William S. Rose- 
crans (q.v.) turned Vallandigham over to the Rebels, he said that he 
had provided the exile with a guard to prevent him from coming to 
harm from Yankee troops under his command. Vallandigham asked to 
speak to the Union soldiers and he would guarantee that Rosecrans 
would need the guard, not he. Angrily, Rosecrans said that if he ever 
saw Vallandigham in his command area again he would hang him on 
the spot. 

Of course, Vallandigham was doing neither himself nor the Con- 
federates any good in the South. President Jefferson Davis (q.v.) had 
him smuggled through the blockade to Nassau and from there to 
Canada. Vallandigham entered the United States during the election of 
1864 (q.v.) and spoke to the Democratic Party convention. He also ran 
for governor of Ohio on the Democratic ticket against John Brough, a 
War Democrat and cooperator with Lincoln’s combined Republican 
and Democratic Union Party. Giving strict orders not to interfere with 
Vallandigham, Lincoln took pleasure in Brough’s victory. 

Vallandigham brought suit against the federal government for his 
earlier arrest and trial, only to have the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) 
refuse to rule as it had no authority over military commissions, 
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according to the Judiciary Act of 1789. As Lincoln figured, the 
eventual Union victory shut Vallandigham up more effectively than 
any trial. After the war, Vallandigham went back to his law practice. 
While acting as a defense lawyer in a murder case, Vallandigham 
wanted to prove to the jury that the deceased had committed sui- 
cide. Forgetting to check the revolver in question, Vallandigham 
convincingly blew out his own brains in front of the astonished 
jury, winning his case and losing his life. 


VALVERDE, BATTLE OF. See NEW MEXICO-ARIZONA CAM- 
PAIGN. 


VICKSBURG, SIEGE OF. See VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. 
VICKSBURG BOMBARDMENT. See SHILOH CAMPAIGN. 


VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN. One of the more strategic locations in 
the United States is the Mississippi River basin. The Mississippi 
drains the Missouri and it tributaries, the Ohio, the Allegheny, and 
the Monongahela, and the Tennessee and Cumberland. From it one 
can get to about any spot in the Old Southwest, which was the heart 
of the Confederacy. Its importance to the Old Northwest should not 
be underestimated, either. The Mississippi provides an easy trip to 
the Gulf and transport for the agricultural products of the American 
interior. The secession of Arkansas, Tennessee, Mississippi, and 
Louisiana threatened the livelihood of half of the remaining United 
States. Recognizing this, Louisiana pledged to keep the river open to 
its customers in the Old Northwest. But Mississippi was not so wise. 
It closed the river to all traffic at its soon-to-be-giant fortress at 
Vicksburg. 

To open the Mississippi was to cut off from the eastern Confeder- 
acy four states, their resources in horses, food, and men. This strate- 
gic necessity was recognized in Bvt. Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott’s Ana- 
conda Plan (q.v.) and in early Federal onslaughts at New Madrid, 
Island No. 10, and Memphis (qq.v.). And, of course, as an Illinoisan, 
President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) knew its importance, too. As a 
young man Lincoln had discovered all this in person, when he rafted 
down the Mississippi to New Orleans. Regardless how the people of 
the Old Northwest felt about slavery, they all wanted their shipping 
route down the Great River to the Gulf back. It had to be controlled 
by one power. Early American history had shown that when the Mis- 
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sissippi was controlled by Spain or France, America was held hostage 
to their every whim. 

There were two routes from Memphis to Vicksburg. One led down 
the river. The other went inland, from the high ground at Memphis 
around the delta with its swamps and bayous, to the next high ground 
at Vicksburg. The man in charge of the Union war effort in the Mem- 
phis area in the summer of 1862 was Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant 
(q.v.). He proposed to utilize both routes simultaneously. He would 
take his main force south through Mississippi by way of the Talla- 
hatchie River, hence the name “Tallahatchie Expedition.” Concern- 
ing the river passage, Grant proposed to use it as a feint to freeze the 
Confederates’ gaze upon Vicksburg until he had crossed the easily 
defended Tallahatchie crossings. 

But Grant would have to learn the hard way what every Union 
commander soon found out. Long overland supply lines were too 
vulnerable to roving Confederate cavalry. Divided into two combat 
groups, cavalry under Maj. Gen. Earl Van Dorn and Brig. Gen. 
Nathan Bedford Forrest (q.v.) struck deep behind Grant’s advancing 
soldiers at Holly Springs, Mississippi (18-26 December 1862), and 
Jackson, Tennessee (18 December 1862-3 January 1863), respec- 
tively. Grant could do nothing but fall back to Grand Junction, Ten- 
nessee, and start anew. But he noted that much of the Mississippi 
countryside was so rich in food and forage that his men could live off 
the land. He would remember that next time. 

The problem was that Grant could not tell his river expedition, led 
by Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman (q.v.), what had happened. Sher- 
man had no communications to his rear except by slow boat. But now 
Sherman faced Gen. John Pemberton’s (q.v.) Confederates alone. 
Pemberton began shuttling troops south to his subordinate, Brig. 
Gen. Stephen D. Lee (no relation to the Virginia Lees), at Vicksburg. 
So when Sherman’s men began to assault Chickasaw Bluffs’ (29 De- 
cember 1862), he faced so many Rebels that he was hurled back in 
bloody defeat. Sherman wanted to try again, but fog and finally word 
from Grant caused him to retreat up to Millican’s Bend, halfway to 
Memphis on the Arkansas side of the Mississippi. 

At Millican’s Bend, Sherman ran into Maj. Gen. John McCler- 
nand, an Illinois Democrat (q.v.) of some note and a Lincoln political 
appointment. McClernand had raised most of the troops Sherman 
was commanding (the Army of the Mississippi) and outranked him, 


630 © VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN 


too. So McClernand took over and took Sherman and his men up the 
Arkansas to attack Ft. Hindman at Arkansas Post on the way to Lit- 
tle Rock. At a loss of some 1,000 casualties, McClernand captured 
the fort (10-11 January 1863) and 5,000 Rebel prisoners. His next 
stop was Little Rock, but Grant was not about to allow that. He came 
down in person and, as he outranked McClernand, joined his army 
and McClernand’s into the Army of the Tennessee. So long as Grant 
was present, McClernand could be managed. But if Grant ever left, 
McClernand would be senior officer in charge in his absence. 

Abandoning the Little Rock expedition, Grant turned back to the 
real prize, Vicksburg, since the taking of Ft. Hindman and its garri- 
son had already covered his right flank. Although it was winter and 
little could be done militarily, Grant kept his men busy trying to out- 
flank the fortress. Meanwhile, Pemberton and his men sat in Vicks- 
burg and grew lazy and out of physical shape. Come spring, Grant’s 
men would be ready to march and fight, while the Rebels would be 
soft and slow moving. Grant tried to dig a canal across De Soto Point, 
the spit of land opposite Vicksburg, but it was placed in a backwater 
and never filled up properly to float the Union riverboats. He also dug 
a canal into Louisiana’s Lake Providence, but it also proved too nar- 
row and shallow a route. 

On the Mississippi side, Grant sent expeditions into the numerous 
bayous, looking for a way to outflank Vicksburg on the Yazoo River. 
The attempt down Yazoo Pass was stopped by a Rebel battery at an 
improvised emplacement called Ft. Pemberton. Hoping to bypass Ft. 
Pemberton, another attempt up Steele’s Bayou was hit by Confeder- 
ate sharpshooters and long-range cannon that the Federals could not 
hit. Finally, Grant went back to Louisiana and dug out the Round- 
away Bayou. This route was marginal, but it would allow him to 
move his troops south of Vicksburg on barges out of sight of Con- 
federate observers in the spring. 

As Grant was working on his projects, most of them more or less 
simultaneously, the river navy was not idle either. Adm. David D. 
Porter sent the Queen of the West to run the Vicksburg batteries and 
raid the Mississippi and Red Rivers. The Queen captured two Con- 
federate gunboats, which it manned, and the three-boat fleet tried to 
capture Alexandria, Louisiana, at the loss of the Queen and one of the 
Rebel boats. The survivors met the USS Indianola, an ironclad gun- 
boat that had just run past Vicksburg. Hoping to revisit the exploits 
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of the Queen, the Indianola was surprised to encounter the Queen of 
the West, refloated by the Confederate navy. In a two-hour battle, the 
Indianola had to surrender. The defeated Union rivermen managed to 
blow it up and escape, but nothing substantial came of these raids. 

As spring approached, Grant had his plan to attack Vicksburg well 
in hand. He would transfer all of his men and ships south of the 
fortress and slip down to Port Hudson (q.v.) near Baton Rouge and 
take it first. For the plan to succeed, he had to keep Pemberton’s at- 
tention to the north and away from the Louisiana shore. To do this, he 
sent Col. Benjamin H. Grierson and a detachment of Union cavalry 
in a raid deep into Mississippi, cutting all of the rail lines supplying 
Vicksburg (17 April—2 May). At the same time, he sent an infantry 
force back into the bayous, to draw Pemberton’s attention northward 
once again. 

Grant had the navy run the Vicksburg guns in two waves, the gun- 
boats on 16 April, and the supply ships on 22 April. He lost only one 
ship. Meanwhile, his troops marched or took barges through the 
Roundaway Bayou area. Sherman stayed behind to keep the old 
campfires burning and keep Pemberton mystified. Grant had thought 
to cross the river at Grand Gulf (29 April), but the Confederate bat- 
teries there proved too straight shooting to be defeated. Hearing from 
an escaped slave of a better landing downriver at Bruinsburg, Grant 
crossed his infantry there (30 April). 

Then Grant learned that the Louisiana troops he hoped to cooper- 
ate with were locked up in the Bayou Teche Campaign (q.v.). It was 
then that he came up with one of the finest campaigns of the war. 
Grant would advance along the south bank of the Big Black River to 
Jackson, defeat Pemberton’s reinforcements there under his depart- 
ment commander, Gen. Joseph Johnston (q.v.), then turn around and 
smash Pemberton as he emerged from Vicksburg to hit Grant in his 
proffered back. The plan would work because Grant cut his supply 
and communication lines and lived off the land, carrying only extra 
ammunition with him. Pemberton would have nowhere to threaten 
his rear area because there was none. 

Grant slammed into fragments of the advancing Confederate army 
at Port Gibson (1 May) and again at Raymond (12 May). On 13 May, 
he sent McClernand north to Fourteen-Mile Creek. This froze Pem- 
berton, who saw this as the main advance, and got rid of McCler- 
nand as the ever-reliable Sherman passed behind him on the road to 
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Jackson. Grant sent the rest of his force into Jackson (14 May), scat- 
tering Johnston’s Confederates. After a night in the state capital, 
Grant turned completely around and headed toward Vicksburg. He 
met Pemberton’s confused and outnumbered army at Champion’s 
Hill on 16 May, defeating them in detail. Pemberton retreated to- 
ward Vicksburg, hoping to stop Grant at Big Black River Bridge. 
But the Yankees overwhelmed the Confederate rear guard (17 May), 
and everyone was at the Vicksburg trenches the next day. 

Because he had Pemberton’s men on the run, Grant decided not to 
wait for a lengthy siege, but to hit the Rebels before they could re- 
cover. He assaulted the fortress on 19 May and again on 22 May, both 
times being driven back with losses. At this moment, Grant decided 
to get rid of McClernand, whose men had actually made the last as- 
sault alone, being left out to dry by Sherman and other subordinates. 
Blaming McClernand for moving too slow at Champion’s Hill and 
too fast in the second assault on Vicksburg, Grant fired him. Mc- 
Clernand defended himself, with the support of Governor Richard 
Yates (a Republican), to Lincoln, but Lincoln refused to go against 
Grant. 

The Rebels tried to retake Millican’s Bend (7 June) but failed. Lin- 
coln had troops from all over the West sent to Grant so that the gen- 
eral could build two lines around Vicksburg, one against the fortress 
and one outside that to defend against any Confederate relief. Mean- 
while, Grant tried to blow a hole in the Vicksburg defenses three 
times. The first exploded on the Jackson Road (25 June) and the 
troops fought hand to hand for twenty hours before the Federals with- 
drew. The second went off with no real results (1 July); the third was 
never fired, because Pemberton surrendered Vicksburg on 4 July, 
picking that day because he hoped it would give his men the best 
terms. 

Because so many Rebels gave up (37,000), there was no way that 
they could be sent to prison camps. Grant reluctantly paroled them 
(he had wanted unconditional surrender as at Ft. Donelson during the 
earlier Shiloh Campaign [q.v.], but Pemberton refused), most going 
home to await exchange and never to fight again. Union losses 
amounted to 8,900 for the whole campaign; the Confederates lost an- 
other 10,000 killed and wounded, besides the prisoners. Four days 
later, Port Hudson surrendered and, in the words of President Lin- 
coln, “the Father of Waters roll[ed] unvexed to the sea.” 
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VICKSBURG INSURRECTION (1874). The Mississippi whites did 
not have anything comparable to Louisiana’s White Leagues (q.v.), 
but whites at Vicksburg led the way, demanding that their black sher- 
iff resign and leave the area. The sheriff begged Governor Adelbert 
Ames (q.v.) for assistance. Ames told him to form a posse to protect 
his job but did little more. When the sheriff organized his posse, 
whites appealed for help and 160 volunteers crossed the river to show 
Mississippi how it was done in Louisiana. The result was a riot that 
extended well into the night as whites ransacked private homes and 
killed their black residents. At least thirty-six dead and wounded re- 
sulted from the daytime riot, but the nighttime casualties remain un- 
known. The sheriff resigned and fled to Jackson, Tennessee. Gover- 
nor Ames declared Warren County in insurrection and this time got 
federal troops to reinstate the sheriff. But he resigned again when an 
assassination attempt was made against him after the U.S. soldiers 
withdrew. When Congress investigated the “insurrection,” U.S. Sen- 
ator James L. Alcorn (q.v.) “guided” them into looking at alleged cor- 
ruption (q.v.) in the Republican (q.v.) government, the sheriff’s in- 
ability to maintain law and order, and Governor Ames’s so-called 
complicity by intentionally provoking violence and backing a corrupt 
regime against the “will of the people.” 


VIRGINIA, COMMONWEALTH OF, v. RIVES (1880). See CIVIL 
RIGHTS CASES (1883) 


VIRGINIA, COMMONWEALTH OF, v. STATE OF WEST VIR- 
GINIA (1871). In Commonwealth of Virginia v. State of West Virginia 
(1871), the issue was whether two counties in the panhandle of West 
Virginia (Berkeley and Jefferson) had been truly admitted to the new 
state. West Virginia (q.v.) was kind of an anomaly anyhow. When 
Virginia had seceded, the western quarter of the state had refused to 
go along and had formed its own loyal government of Virginia still in 
the Union. Then in 1862, this loyal Virginia had given the western 
counties permission to form a new state under the supervision and ap- 
proval of Congress. For all practical effect, since the loyal Virginia 
was actually the state of West Virginia, it had given itself permission 
to form. But two of the counties in West Virginia had not voted on in- 
clusion in the new state constitution until after the new state had been 
created. After the war, secessionist Virginia wanted them back— 
actually, it repealed the separation legislation and wanted all of the 
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western counties back. When Congress reaffirmed in 1866 what it 
had done during the war, Virginia went to the U.S. Supreme Court 
(q.v.), which has original jurisdiction in suits between states. On 6 
March 1871, the Supreme Court dismissed the case. It noted that the 
case had no relation to property or individuals but rested on asser- 
tions of sovereignty. These were political matters reserved for Con- 
gress under the Constitution, and Congress had taken note—albeit a 
bit late—in the 1866 reaffirmation of West Virginia, which was valid 
and entirely within the Forfeited Rights Theory (q.v.) of causing 
some actions of punishment for committing rebellion. 


VIRGINIA, CSS. See PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. 
VIRGINIA, LOYAL. See WEST VIRGINIA, CREATION OF. 


VIRGINIA EXPERIMENT. Whenever Federal troops occupied the 
Confederacy, slavery as an institution collapsed. The first place this 
happened was on the Virginia peninsula at the massive stone fort of 
Fortress Monroe. Never abandoned like other Federal military instal- 
lations, and never attacked like Fts. Pickens and Sumter, Fortress 
Monroe was reinforced with Benjamin Butler’s (q.v.) Massachusetts 
volunteers in May 1861. Other troops soon followed, and Butler be- 
came the fortress commander with the rank of brevet major general. 

On 23 May, three slaves followed a Union patrol back under the 
protection of the fort’s massive guns. They sought protection from 
their masters and offered their services to the Union cause. Butler had 
initially sided with slave owners as his men had moved southward 
through Maryland. His solicitude had caused Massachusetts Gover- 
nor John A. Andrew to give him a severe rebuke. Butler replied that 
Maryland had yet to secede so he could not rightly interfere with 
slavery there. But Virginia was another matter. 

Soon a Virginia militia officer appeared as the representative of the 
slave owners involved and asked for the return of the slaves under the 
Fugitive Slave Law of 1850 (q.v.). Butler refused. He said that he 
knew that slaves were erecting Confederate earthworks nearby, and 
he needed such labor, too. So he refused to return the slaves to their 
masters, preferring to declare them “contraband,” which made seiz- 
able under the rules of war. Butler had taken the North’s first hesitant 
step toward emancipation (q.v.), and all slaves escaping to Union 
lines became “contrabands” (q.v.), in the parlance of the times. Al- 
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though President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) and his cabinet endorsed 
Butler’s action, it would take Congress almost a year to forbid the re- 
turn of fugitive slaves. But Congress did pass the First Confiscation 
Act in August 1861 (q.v.) which allowed Southern slaves used in a 
military capacity to be seized (not freed) for the duration of the con- 
flict. Soon after, Butler was transferred to the Gulf. 

News spread quickly throughout the immediate area, and slaves 
began to come in droves. Now the Yankees were faced with a prob- 
lem they had not anticipated—how to care for these black refugees. 
Many suggested that the contrabands, as all fugitive slaves were 
called, be collected and sent North to labor. Others, Butler and his 
successor, Maj. Gen. John Wool, among them, thought that putting 
them to work on abandoned plantations and fortifications, and pay- 
ing them a small wage on paper, which could be confiscated and used 
to feed and house those who could not work, was a better idea. Wool 
also turned to the American Missionary Association (q.v.) and other 
similar benevolent societies for aid. These missionaries and other 
secular do-gooders set up schools, regulated contraband camps, and 
suggested that the army increase contraband salaries. They also urged 
Wool to permit contrabands not employed by the army to care for 
themselves by farming garden plots. A similar policy was established 
at Roanoke Island in North Carolina, another Federal base in the At- 
lantic South. 

Wool was soon replaced by a younger man, Maj. Gen. John Dix. 
This bothered the benevolent and religious societies because Dix had 
associated himself with the preservation of slavery at Baltimore, his 
last posting. Dix wished to exclude all contrabands from his jurisdic- 
tion, but the existence of 15,000 fugitive blacks within his lines and a 
new more aggressive congressional policy under the Second Confis- 
cation Act of 1862 (q.v.) that hinted at arming the contrabands soon 
changed the general’s philosophy. But Dix tried to protect loyal Vir- 
ginians in their property rights, a policy that was confirmed in Lin- 
coln’s 1863 Emancipation Proclamation (q.v.), which freed only 
slaves behind Confederate lines. On the other hand, Dix allowed the 
benevolent societies to pursue their own policies based on those an- 
nounced by Gen. Wool, so long as he was not bothered by details. He 
did, however, set up a giant contraband camp at Newport News to iso- 
late the African Americans from the often malevolent influence of his 
condescending, racist white troops, who made a sport of harassing 


636 © VIRGINIA PEACE CONFERENCE (1861) 


African Americans whenever they were encountered. Those blacks 
who did not move voluntarily to the new camp were chased down by 
whooping soldiers and deported by force. 

At the new camp, the religious and benevolent societies quarreled 
over the amount of aid to be given and in what form. Many preferred, 
for example, giving cloth to be sewn into clothing rather than the ac- 
tual articles, reasoning that the contrabands would be taught self- 
reliance as well as succored. By the middle of 1863, the federal gov- 
ernment had decided that its “Negro policy” would be to institute 
managed workforces on abandoned plantations or plantations owned 
or managed by loyal men, thereby placing the blacks in a state of 
pseudofreedom for the rest of the war. They would be free to work as 
they were told; no more, no less. In the midst of this policy change, 
Gen. Butler returned from his controversial administration of Recon- 
struction (q.v.) in Louisiana. Butler was more interested in the raising 
of the new U.S. Colored Troops (q.v.) than agricultural endeavors. He 
declared all males between eighteen and forty-five to be eligible for 
enlistment. He promised each recruit $10 and subsistence rations for 
his family. Those who refused to go along with the program would be 
declared unemployed and liable to arrest for idleness and to forced la- 
bor on fortifications (Gen. Ulysses S. Grant [q.v.] was about to em- 
bark on his Richmond Campaign [q.v.] so the need was great) with 
no rations to their families. 

Despite Butler’s policies, most blacks worked on leased plantations 
during the rest of the war. Yet, as hard as the benevolent societies tried, 
only a small proportion of contrabands were fully employed. And as 
the war ended, their owners reappeared and demanded their lands 
back, dispossessing the blacks of their livelihood. Butler proved to be 
less than brilliant as a military commander and was replaced by Maj. 
Gen. E. O. C. Ord, a man noted for his lack of sympathy for freedmen. 
He sought to make the blacks independent of government aid as 
quickly as possible, arresting and working at hard labor all those who 
refused to seek an outside job. Others were signed over to landowners 
for the remainder of the 1865 season. Similar policies prevailed in 
North Carolina. And here matters stood until the arrival of the Freed- 
men’s Bureau (q.v.) administrators later that year. 


VIRGINIA PEACE CONFERENCE (1861). See WASHINGTON 
PEACE CONFERENCE. 
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WADE, BENJAMIN F. (1800-1878). Born in Massachusetts as the 
second to the last of ten children, Benjamin F. Wade received little 
formal education during his childhood, save what his mother and a 
small local school provided. In 1821, his parents took the family to 
Andover, Ohio, where Wade went to work as a farmer, drover, and 
common laborer. He also studied medicine and taught school. Five 
years later he took up the study of law and by 1828 was in practice, 
having been admitted to the bar. He had trouble speaking in public at 
first but kept at it until he had mastered the art. He was in partner- 
ships with Joshua R. Giddings and Rufus P. Ranney and by 1838 was 
quite established in northeastern Ohio. In 1841, he married Caroline 
Rosekrans, who bore him two sons. They set up a home in Jefferson. 

Already interested in politics, Wade was an antislavery man who 
had served as a local prosecutor and a term in the state senate. He had 
been defeated on his second try for the senate but returned to that 
body in 1841 and was made a circuit judge in 1847. He was a force- 
ful man, whose businesslike methods and increasingly popular deci- 
sions led the Whig Party (q.v.) to nominate him, apparently with no 
effort on his own part, for the U.S. Senate. He won the seat in 1851 
and remained there until 1869, changing his party allegiance to the 
Republicans (q.v.) before his second term. Wade was an unusual man 
for the antislavery forces in the Senate. He was a rough, coarse, and 
vituperative man in an arena that thrived on the suave and soft- 
spoken. Along with two other rough fellows Zachariah Chandler of 
Michigan and Simon Cameron of Pennsylvania, Wade became the 
protector of less-rugged antislave senators who feared to physically 
fight it out with their duel-prone Southern proslavery foes. Wade pro- 
posed that anyone needing a duel with him fight it out at close range 
with rifles, each duelist having a bull’s eye pinned to his shirt over 
the heart. Threats of violence subsided quickly as Southerners com- 
plained of the “unmanly” style of Wade’s methods. 

As the South moved to secession, Wade became more and more in- 
transigent against compromise. He denounced the Fugitive Slave 
Law of 1850 (q.v.) and opposed the extension of slavery represented 
by the Kansas-Nebraska Act (q.v.). He favored the Homestead Bill 
(q.v.) and opposed the suggestion of the acquisition of Cuba. During 
the war he was among the most belligerent of Northern senators. He 
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went down to Virginia to watch the First Battle of Manassas (q.v.) 
and played a prominent role in stemming the panicked retreat. He 
badgered the ever-cautious Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan (q.v.) to 
get moving and attack the Confederate armies. He acted as chairman 
of the Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War (q.v.) and became 
the terror of all called before its prying eye. He labeled all who dis- 
sented from his desires as disloyal to the Union. He was tempera- 
mentally incapable of understanding the subtleties of President Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s (q.v.) war policies (which nearly cost him reelection in 
1863 from opposition within the Republican-War Democrat war 
coalition Union Party), all of which seemed too weak and slow to 
him. He introduced a more stringent plan of Reconstruction along 
with Henry Winter Davis (q.v.) of the House (the Wade-Davis Bill 
[q.v.]) to counter Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan (q.v.), and raged at Lin- 
coln’s pocket veto and the message that explained it in the Wade- 
Davis Manifesto (q.v.). He tried to get Lincoln replaced by Secretary 
of the Treasury Salmon P. Chase in the election of 1864 (qq.v.), only 
to be rebuffed by his own supporters back in Ohio. 

Wade welcomed the change at the presidential helm occasioned by 
Lincoln’s assassination (q.v.), but soon realized that President An- 
drew Johnson (q.v.) was far worse than Lincoln ever had been. Along 
with Thaddeus Stevens, Charles Sumner (qq.v.), and others, Wade 
worked to make Reconstruction tougher. He championed the enfran- 
chisement of blacks in the District of Columbia in 1865 and in the 
election of 1866 (q.v.) called for it to be a national commitment to 
freedmen everywhere. Although he was willing to readmit the South 
once it had ratified the Fourteenth Amendment (q.v.), he was in the 
vanguard in proposing the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) that 
followed. In March 1867, he succeeded to the office of president pro 
tem of the Senate, next in line to Johnson should he die or be re- 
moved from office. But Wade’s willingness to push everything to its 
fullest extreme made him as many enemies as friends. Many com- 
mentators believe that the picture of Wade as chief executive in place 
of an impeached President Johnson actually harmed the final im- 
peachment (q.v.) vote. Wade had no reservations at all and, instead of 
excusing himself as vested with self-interest in the outcome, voted to 
convict the president. Indeed, he had already begun to choose his 
cabinet, so confident was he of ultimate victory. He failed in his pres- 
idential ambitions by one vote. 
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Evidently, the party and voters back home were not amused by 
Wade’s antics in Washington. They refused to send him back for a 
fourth term in the Senate. Wade attempted to gain the vice presidency 
under the Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) ticket, but the party convention went 
for the more amiable “Smilin’” Schuyler Colfax (q.v.) instead. Wade 
returned to Ohio to practice law until his death ten years later. 


WADE-DAVIS BILL. Also known as the First Congressional Plan of 
Reconstruction (q.v.), the Wade-Davis Bill was a response to Presi- 
dent Abraham Lincoln’s Ten Percent Plan (qq.v.), then in use in the 
South to establish loyal governments in the reconquered states of 
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee. Although it is now believed that 
Senator Ira Harris of New York wrote the original measure, it was 
sponsored by Representative Henry Winter Davis of Maryland and 
Senator Benjamin F. Wade (qq.v.) of Ohio (both Radical Republicans 
[q.v.]). Working on an earlier theory put forth by Representatives 
James M. Ashley and John A. Bingham (qq.v.) of Ohio, it assumed 
that if the South was not out of the Union (which the president 
claimed), it was so far gone that conditions for reentry, like the end 
of slavery, could be imposed by Congress, much as if it were han- 
dling the admission of a territory to statehood for the first time. Then 
turning to Harris’s ideas, the Wade-Davis plan called for 50 percent 
of the 1860 registered voters of a reoccupied Southern state to take 
an oath of future loyalty (q.v.) to the Union. It had the appearance of 
democracy in its reliance on a majority of registrants, but it also 
would be difficult to achieve (most Southern states had been only 
partially occupied by Yankee troops) and would tend to delay Re- 
construction until after the war’s end, when a more thought-out, truly 
radical plan might be introduced. As with the Lincoln plan, certain 
high civil and military men were excluded from participation. 

Once a majority of 1860 voters had pledged their future loyalty, the 
state could elect delegates to a state convention. But only part of the 
oath takers could vote. These were the men who could take a second 
oath, the ironclad oath (q.v.), that they had never willingly given aid, 
directly or indirectly, to the Confederate cause. That is to say, the 
Wade-Davis plan relied on the Union men of the South to reform their 
states without interference from the seceders. The state convention 
elected by these truly pure had to abolish slavery (Davis assumed that 
Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation [q.v.] as a wartime military 
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edict was too radical and such an abolition had to be done by the 
elected politicians of individual Southern states in convention, not sol- 
diers), disfranchise certain Confederate civil and military leaders (to 
allow the loyal government to start off without Rebel obstructionists), 
and repudiate the Confederate war debt (making secession and the 
Confederacy illegal). This meant that they would invalidate all aspects 
of Confederate thought. Once the state constitution was drawn up and 
ratified, everyone who took the original oath of future loyalty could 
elect a state government and their national representatives. These men 
could then apply for congressional consideration and be seated, if the 
whole Congress agreed. 

The Wade-Davis Bill did little for the ex-slaves except insist on 
freedom. Seventeen Republicans abstained from voting on it for this 
or other reasons, but it received enough votes to pass both houses of 
Congress on 2 July 1864. When Lincoln came down to the presiden- 
tial office to sign bills, he refused to ink the Wade-Davis measure. 
Since Congress had already adjourned for the summer, he pocket ve- 
toed it—let it lie on the table for ten days whereupon it automatically 
expired (had Congress been in session, this ignoring of the bill would 
have led to its automatic passage). Although a president need not say 
why he pocket vetoed any bill, Lincoln chose to speak out on the 
Wade-Davis proposal. He claimed that he did not wish to be com- 
mitted to any single course of action at that time. He also professed 
not to be against anything in the bill and said that if any Southern 
state wished to come in under its provisions, he would be happy to 
acquiesce in that decision. The subtle, yet important, differences in 
the approach of Harris and Wade-Davis in their approaches to the 
problem of Reconstruction might be seen in the actual titles to their 
proposals. Harris called his, “A Bill to guarantee in certain States a 
republican form of government,” while Wade-Davis called theirs, “A 
Bill to guarantee to certain States, whose governments have been 
usurped or overthrown, a republican form of government.” Such sub- 
tleties were the difference between Radical and Moderate Republican 
(qq.v.) approaches to the whole era. 


WADE-DAVIS MANIFESTO AND THE ELECTION OF 1864. Al- 
though President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) said he was amenable to 
any seceded Southern state that desired to apply for readmission to 
the Union under the Wade-Davis Bill (q.v.), his action of pocket veto 


WADE-DAVIS MANIFESTO AND THE ELECTION OF 1864 © 641 


angered many of the Radical Republicans (q.v.), who thought his 
statement a bit flippant. The Wade-Davis Manifesto accused the pres- 
ident of interfering with Congress’s prerogative under the constitu- 
tional guarantee of ensuring republican governments in the several 
states to reconstruct the South. 

Dissatisfied with failed attempts to compromise the Reconstruc- 
tion issue after the pocket veto, angered by what they thought was the 
president’s hesitant attempts to end slavery, win the war by scourging 
the South, and punish the traitors who had rebelled, and piqued by the 
failure of the Red River Campaign, the Richmond Campaign, and the 
Atlanta Campaign (qq.v.), Radical Republicans were ready for a can- 
didate other than Lincoln in 1864. There was one man within the 
president’s own cabinet who believed he was the man for the job, 
Secretary of the Treasury Salmon P. Chase (q.v.). Launching the 
Chase Boom (q.v.), the secretary fell flat on his face, when the Ohio 
state Republican Party (q.v.) refused to select him as a favorite son 
candidate over Lincoln. 

The Radicals then decided to withdraw from the Republican 
Party. Calling their new party the Radical Democracy (q.v.), they 
turned to a more “reliable” candidate for the party’s nomination as 
president in 1864, John Charles Frémont (q.v.). The “Pathfinder,” as 
Frémont was popularly known from his trails experiences in the 
West, had tried to free the slaves in his military command at St. 
Louis in the early days of the war only to suffer Lincoln’s rebuff and 
removal. He had also been the party’s first nominee in 1854, and had 
demonstrated that it could win the presidency with only Northern 
electoral votes. Running on a platform that criticized Lincoln’s re- 
luctance to end slavery at once everywhere, North, South, and in the 
territories, and turn Reconstruction over to Congress as stated in the 
Wade-Davis Bill, Frémont also said that he would withdraw his 
name and rejoin the party if it would but put forth a man other than 
Lincoln, who could win the war. 

But by the fall of 1864, Lincoln’s field commanders finally had de- 
stroyed the Confederate armies enough to make winning the war a 
matter of time. It was obvious that he would receive the approval of 
the Republican convention and a large popular and electoral major- 
ity. Dropping the Republican label to encourage the participation of 
War Democrats, the National Union Party (q.v.) convention met at 
Baltimore. Lincoln received the nomination on the first ballot. His 
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vice presidential running mate was a War Democrat, Andrew John- 
son (q.v.) of Tennessee, the only Southern senator from a seceded 
state who did not leave the Union with his state. Lincoln had inten- 
tionally shifted away from Hannibal Hamlin because he was a Radi- 
cal spy. Johnson, on the other hand, made the war seem like a unified 
national policy. 

The National Union Party’s platform called for passing and ratify- 
ing the proposed Thirteenth Amendment (q.v.), continuing a vigorous 
war effort, and using black soldiers. The sixth plank was a sop to the 
Radicals. It said that only those who supported party principles ought 
to be elected or appointed to office. Some took this as a slap at Sec- 
retary of State William H. Seward (q.v.), but more than likely it re- 
ferred to Postmaster General Montgomery Blair. Blair was from an 
important Democrat family and considered soft on the place of freed 
blacks in American society. The Radicals needed to get back in with 
the Lincoln supporters to have a say in future policy. But they did not 
wish to crawl too much. Lincoln threw them a sop by removing Blair 
as postmaster general. Upon Blair’s removal (he agreed to step down 
for the good of the party at Lincoln’s request), Frémont withdrew as 
an independent Republican candidate and the Radicals came back to 
the fold. 

The Democrats (q.v.) then proceeded to destroy their chances to 
win the election of 1864 when their convention met in Chicago. Their 
problem was how to unite the Regular Democrats with the Peace 
Democrats. Unfortunately, the keynote address was delivered by 
noted Copperhead (q.v.) orator Clement L. Vallandigham. He and his 
types also wrote the platform, which called for an immediate peace 
conference to end the war on the basis of reunion with the undefeated 
South. Then the Democrats confused everyone by nominating as 
their presidential candidate former general George B. McClellan 
(q.v.), probably figuring that the great war hero would once again be 
able to secure support from the army, past and present. 

McClellan might have been many things, but a traitor he was not. 
He accepted the nomination and rejected the party platform. The sol- 
diers voted in the field or at home, if furloughed. They resoundingly 
chose to stand with Lincoln, who became the first Northern man to 
be elected to a second term since the nation began. 

Lincoln’s electoral victory in 1864, the Radicals’ return to the party 
ranks, and Congress’s refusal to seat the representatives sent to Wash- 
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ington from the Southern states that had followed Lincoln’s Recon- 
struction plan meant that everything was up for grabs in 1865. There 
was no Reconstruction plan all could agree on. There were indica- 
tions that Lincoln was considering some compromise with Congress 
at the time of his death— maybe a proposal that Congress recognize 
his governments in Virginia, Louisiana, Tennessee, and Arkansas and 
he would reorganize the rest of the South on another basis with con- 
gressional input—but his death prevented anyone from knowing 
what he exactly had in mind. But whatever it was, it was not what his 
successor, Vice President Andrew Johnson (q.v.), did by taking on 
Congress with no compromise. 


WAITE, MORRISON R. (1816-1888). See SUPREME COURT. 
WAKARUSA WAR. See KANSAS-MISSOURI BORDER WARS. 
WALKER, ROBERT. See KANSAS SETTLEMENT (1856-1861). 
WALKER, WILLIAM. See FILIBUSTERING. 


WARMOTH, HENRY CLAY (1842-1931). Born in Illinois, Henry 
Clay Warmoth was a carpetbag (q.v.) governor of Louisiana during 
Reconstruction (q.v.). He grew up with a modicum of education, 
mostly gleaned from books that his father had lying around and from 
setting type in a local print shop. When he was almost eighteen he left 
home for Missouri, where he put up a sign and practiced law, having 
learned a bit of it from his father’s law books (he was actually a jus- 
tice of the peace and a harness maker). As soon as the war broke out, 
Warmoth went off with the 32nd Missouri Regiment to fight for the 
Union. He fought with the regiment at Vicksburg and Chattanooga 
and as a staff officer in the Red River Campaign (qq.v.). Warmoth 
went to Washington to view Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) second inau- 
gural ball and toured Richmond a few days after the Confederates 
fled on the road to Appomattox. At the end of the war he traveled to 
St. Louis to visit his sisters and he and his father took a steamboat 
south to New Orleans to see what they could see. 

Warmoth was impressed with the big plantation culture he found 
in Louisiana. He promised himself one day that such luxury would be 
his and opened up shop as a lawyer representing those who had had 
property seized by the War or Treasury Departments. Then Warmoth 
decided that he should organize a loyal party to reconstruct the state, 
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with the help of Thomas J. Durant, a leader of the wartime Free State 
movement. In a convention, they adopted the name of Republican 
Party (q.v.) for the first time. 

The convention, with black delegates participating, voted to send 
a territorial representative to Congress. Durant declined but Warmoth 
accepted the nomination. Congress actually gave him a seat (but no 
vote). Then he attended the convention of Southern Loyalists held in 
Philadelphia and toured the North following the “Swing around the 
Circle” (q.v.) to negate President Andrew Johnson’s (q.v.) campaign 
and elect Republicans. By the time of the passage of the Military Re- 
construction Acts (q.v.), he was back in Louisiana enrolling black and 
white Union veterans in the Grand Army of the Republic, a Republi- 
can veterans organization. He was the most-known Republican in the 
State. 

Although he was not a delegate to the constitutional convention, he 
played a major role. He got himself and a few others admitted with 
full privileges on the floor. The twenty-five-year-old Warmoth got the 
convention to lower the age requirement for governor from thirty-five 
to twenty-five, so that he could run for the office, which he won in 
1868. Under Warmoth’s guiding hand, the legislature passed laws cre- 
ating a metropolitan police, a parish constabulary, and a state militia. 
He also saw to it that the governor was a member of the returning 
board that validated all votes. In the beginning, Warmoth worked 
smoothly with his fellow Republican legislators and got them to elect 
William Pitt Kellogg (q.v.), a personal friend and Illinois carpetbag- 
ger, to one of the U.S. Senate seats. The Republican vote had already 
dropped by half from intimidation, and Warmoth could not hold 
Louisiana in the Republican column for Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) or 
elect any Republicans to Congress in November 1868. But since most 
local parish jobs were appointive through the governor, Warmoth kept 
the party in power through his own actions. And all appointees re- 
ceived their commissions only after they submitted a signed, undated 
letter of resignation to the governor as a guarantee of their loyalty. 

But in time, many of the legislators grew to resent Warmoth’s con- 
centration of all appointment power for local patronage in his own 
hands. The governor seemed to give more than the fair share of of- 
fices to his carpetbag friends. The resentment spread from Scalawags 
(q.v.) to blacks. Then Warmoth had an accident aboard a steamboat 
that lamed him severely. Rather than healing, the wound grew worse 
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and he took off to the Mississippi Gulf Coast to heal. In his absence, 
Lieutenant Governor Oscar Dunn (q.v.), a former slave and now a 
plasterer by trade, took over the governor’s post. Warmoth thought 
this would be a formality, but Dunn was a true Louisianan. He was in 
for keeps. Not only that, he plotted the removal of Warmoth’s ap- 
pointees and their replacement by his own. On crutches, Warmoth re- 
turned to New Orleans and confronted Dunn before any real damage 
could be done. He also took the opportunity to dress down all of his 
opponents (a lengthy process by then) at the so-called Gatling Gun 
Convention, where rival Republicans hoped to reorganize the party 
without him. 

Warmoth made enemies for other reasons, too, many of them mon- 
etary. His opponents accused him of every kind of crooked political 
deal, from pocketing bribes, to overcharging for state printing 
(twenty times too much, according to one story), to collecting fees 
from his appointees for the right to continue in office. He also bought 
depreciated state bonds and got the legislature to fund them, making 
a killing. In 1872, a congressional investigating committee came 
down to Louisiana to investigate Reconstruction corruption (q.v.). 
Warmoth’s testimony —full of all sorts of vagaries —lasted three days 
and filled 135 pages. 

After all of this, Warmoth ran into a bit of luck when Lieutenant 
Governor Dunn died of suspected poisoning. Warmoth convinced the 
legislature to elect Pinckney Benton Stewart Pinchback (q.v.) as pres- 
ident pro tem of the state senate, in effect lieutenant governor. Pinch- 
back, a sort of Warmoth with a darker skin, had been one of the gov- 
ernor’s constant supporters until now. By 1872, it was obvious that if 
Warmoth expected to gain anything by the end of his term, like a US. 
Senate seat, say, he would have to appeal to the Democrats (q.v.). 
Oddly enough, there was a fairly easy way to do this. He declared 
himself to be a Liberal Republican (q.v.) in favor of Horace Greeley’s 
(q.v.) election as president. 

By the end of August 1872, Warmoth had worked out a deal to 
combine the Liberal Republicans with both Democrat factions be- 
hind the candidacy of John McEnery for governor. For his political 
acumen, Warmoth was promised election to the U.S. Senate by the 
hopefully Democratic legislature. Their real opponent was Kellogg, 
backed by the Customs House Faction led by Stephen B. Packard, the 
U.S. marshal, and state senator Pinchback. 
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Warmoth’s Fusion Party won the state by 10,000 votes; at least, 
that is what his returning board said. But the Regular Republicans got 
a federal judge to declare their returning board was the correct one 
and to enjoin Warmoth from having anything to do with validating 
the returns. The U.S. Army took over the statehouse in New Orleans 
(the Mechanics Institute) and refused to admit anyone to the legisla- 
ture who was not on the judge’s approved list. Pinchback got up be- 
fore the senate and announced that Warmoth had approached him 
with a $50,000 bribe the preceding midnight to let his people be 
seated. Of course, Pinchback said, he had refused the money. The 
house was informed and quickly impeached Warmoth, suspending 
him as governor until tried. Pinchback broke into the governor’s of- 
fice and took over. As president pro tem of the senate he was next in 
line to be governor. 

A shoot-out between factions seemed imminent. Then a contingent 
of federal soldiers came forward with a telegraphed order from Wash- 
ington. Pinchback was to be governor for the rest of Warmoth’s term, 
said President Grant. On 13 January 1873, both Kellogg and 
McEnery took the oath of office as governor of Louisiana, each 
guarded by their adherents. But Kellogg had an ace up his sleeve. He 
also had the support of President Grant. The Fusionists would have 
to wait for 1876 and the removal of the federal troops by President 
Rutherford B. Hayes (q.v.). 

Warmoth retired to a sugar plantation in the bayou country west of 
New Orleans that he had bought with some of his political proceeds. 
He got married and lived out a long and fruitful life in a style that he 
had always dreamed of. He remained a power in Louisiana Republi- 
can circles, once running for governor in 1888. He wrote his mem- 
oirs. He seemed forgotten when he died in 1931, but he was not. He 
had an unknown admirer who used all of his political tricks to attain 
power in the state, instructed the legislature on how to vote, se- 
questered all patronage in the governor’s office, and required undated 
resignations from all appointees. His name was Huey P. Long. 


WARNE, KATE. See BALTIMORE PLOT. 


WASHINGTON, EARLY’S RAID ON. After the defeat of Union Bvt. 
Maj. Gen. Franz Sigel at New Market (q.v.), Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant (q.v.) knew that he had to keep pressure on the Confederates by 
denying them sole occupation of Virginia’s Shenandoah Valley. Be- 
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cause of its particular geographical qualities —it ran roughly from the 
northeast to the southwest—the valley was not only the breadbasket 
for Gen. Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern Virginia, but also a 
direct route for a covered Confederate march on Washington. So he 
placed Federal troops there under Bvt. Maj. Gen. David Hunter, a 
personal political friend of President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), as had 
been Sigel. 

Initially, Hunter was all that was expected. He drove back the Con- 
federate force that faced him, which had been depleted to aid Lee in 
opposing Grant’s 1864 Richmond Campaign (q.v.). The Confederates 
turned to fight at Piedmont on 5 June. Hunter used his artillery first 
to silence the Confederate guns and then to cover an infantry assault. 
The Confederates counterattacked. As the two sides struggled, 
Hunter managed to get around the Rebels’ flank and roll up the whole 
Confederate position, killing their commander, Brig. Gen. W. E. 
Jones. Both sides lost about 700 casualties, but the Southerners also 
had 1,000 men surrender. 

Hunter followed up his victory with a move on the Confederate rail 
center at Lynchburg. Gen. Lee responded to this threat by returning 
Maj. Gen. John C. Breckinridge (q.v.) and his command to the val- 
ley. Breckinridge met Hunter near Lynchburg on 18 June. Hunter’s 
attack was rebuffed. Having information that more reinforcements 
from Lee’s army, under Lt. Gen. Jubal Early (q.v.), were arriving, 
Hunter panicked and withdrew through the mountains into West Vir- 
ginia, effectively removing all Federal presence from the Shenan- 
doah Valley. 

Early quickly gathered all Confederate units together and ad- 
vanced north to Washington, hoping to reduce Grant’s pressure 
against Lee. He dodged the Federal garrison at Harpers Ferry and 
moved through Hagerstown, reaching Frederick on 9 July. He levied 
ransoms of $20,000 against Hagerstown and $200,000 against Fred- 
erick. Opposing him across the Monocacy was a small ersatz army 
commanded by Bvt. Maj. Gen. Lew Wallace, later author of Ben Hur. 
Early’s men crossed and in the Battle of the Monocacy drove Wallace 
back toward Baltimore. 

Early let Wallace go, turning toward Washington itself. He raided 
Silver Spring, burning the home of Montgomery Blair, Lincoln’s 
postmaster general. Then Early shook out a skirmish line and at- 
tacked Ft. Stevens on Washington’s Seventh Street. The fort was held 
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by reinforcements Grant had sent up from Richmond. For a moment 
or two, President Lincoln himself stood on the parapet under fire. It 
was the only Rebel attack made on Washington during the war. 

But Early was not strong enough to capture Washington. He re- 
treated to the vicinity of Berryville, across the Blue Ridge from 
Winchester. His presence was as embarrassing to Grant as Lee had 
hoped, but Grant had sufficient men to handle Early without mate- 
rially weakening the Petersburg siege (q.v.). He sent his VI Corps 
to Washington, where it was joined by the XIX Corps, which had 
just arrived at Fortress Monroe from Louisiana. The Federals oper- 
ating against Early came from four different departmental com- 
mands. Grant hoped that Chief of Staff Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck 
(q.v.) might coordinate them, but Halleck refused to act. After Lin- 
coln refused several choices, Grant sent Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheri- 
dan (q.v.), his aggressive cavalry commander, to take over. Sheri- 
dan was ordered to defeat Early and clear the valley of 
Confederates, which he did in the Second Shenandoah Valley Cam- 


paign (q.v.). 


WASHINGTON, TREATY OF (1871). In an effort to resolve the Al- 
abama claims (q.v.), held over from the Civil War, President Ulysses 
S. Grant’s secretary of state, Hamilton Fish (qq.v.), during talks ini- 
tially aimed at resolving the U.S.-Canadian boundary through Puget 
Sound, emphasized the need of a neutral to use diligence to prevent 
the arming of belligerent vessels in its ports. When the British refused 
to admit their fault in advance of a monetary settlement, Fish began 
to pile on a series of minor claims at the Geneva arbitration hearings 
that threatened to raise the jackpot considerably. The British decided 
to admit their failure during the war and settlement was established 
at the sum of $15,500,000. Fishing rights and trade negotiations 
proved more enduring and dragged on for years. But the territorial 
settlement of the boundary through the San Juan Islands in Puget 
Sound was arbitrated by Kaiser Wilhelm I of Germany in 1872, 
mostly to America’s advantage. 


WASHINGTON PEACE CONFERENCE (1861). Foremost among 
President Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) announced political policy goals 
was the restoration of the Union. So for all practical purposes, the 
minute the South seceded there was the notion of Reconstruction— 
even during the secession (q.V.) crisis itself. 
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Lincoln was not alone in his notion of reconstructing the Union be- 
fore secession led to war. Before his home state of Virginia seceded, 
U.S. Senator Robert M. T. Hunter suggested an outward alliance be- 
tween the North and South with separate economic and domestic in- 
stitutions and a dual presidency, one executive from each section. 
Congress would be denied power to deal with slavery in the territo- 
ries (the actual cause of the breakup). Indeed, slavery was to be guar- 
anteed access to all territories, and each territory would decide on its 
status as slave or free by a popular vote upon its admission to the new 
Union. To clean up another aggravating problem, Hunter proposed 
that the federal government pay for all fugitive slaves who escaped 
into Free States. 

Not to be outdone, Illinois’s U.S. Senator Stephen A. Douglas 
(q.v.), Lincoln’s old debating opponent in 1858, came forward with a 
plan of his own. Douglas was solidly behind Lincoln’s effort to pre- 
vent secession by force. But instinctively he tried to compromise the 
whole secession crisis as he had done years earlier in the Compromise 
of 1850 (q.v.), which had solved the question of slavery in the Mexi- 
can Cession. Unfortunately, events moved too fast toward war, and the 
plan lay dormant in Douglas’s personal papers, found after his death 
in June 1861 (he had exhausted himself to death trying to heal the se- 
cession crisis and then rallying the North around Lincoln through per- 
sonal intervention). Like Hunter he would have recognized the dis- 
union as fact and substituted an economic union for the old United 
States. All of the old tariffs, trade regulations, patents, and copyright 
laws would still obtain uniformly between the two republics. Each 
country would guarantee the other’s territorial integrity and neither 
would add territory or change its boundaries without the other’s con- 
sent. As the tariff was a thorny problem to begin with, its proceeds 
were to be divided between the two republics on the basis of popula- 
tion, including three-fifths of the slaves, the old federal formula. 

Many of Hunter’s and Douglas’s ideas in varied forms were pre- 
sented in the House of Representatives’ Corwin Committee of Thirty- 
three and the Senate’s Crittenden Committee of Thirteen (qq.v.) and 
had already failed there. They came up again in the Washington 
Peace Conference of 1861, a belated effort sponsored by the border 
South to head off secession and war (after all, these states knew very 
well that any North-South war would be fought on their lands). After 
much talk, the “Old Gentleman’s Convention,” many of the sponsors 
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and delegates were elderly ex-Whigs (q.v.), proposed a Thirteenth 
Amendment to the Constitution and a reunification of the nation un- 
der the old Constitution. This amendment would draw the 1820 Mis- 
souri Compromise (q.v.) line of 36°30’ across the western territories 
to the eastern border of California. Above the line slavery was not to 
be had. Below the line slavery was to be guaranteed. Territories 
would become states in the traditional manner. No new territories 
could be added to the United States without a majority of senators 
from both sections concurring. 

The proposed amendment also guaranteed slavery in the states 
where it existed and in the District of Columbia so long as it existed 
in Maryland. Slavery could not be abolished in any state without con- 
currence of the slaveholders. All fugitive slaves were to be rendered 
back to their states of origin. If this could not be done because of mob 
action or the inaction of state or federal officials, the federal govern- 
ment would compensate the slaveholder, which would end all claims 
on the fugitive. The slave trade was to be prohibited in the District of 
Columbia (already done in the Compromise of 1850 by law) and be- 
tween the United States and foreign countries (done by law in 1808). 
The amendment could not itself be amended without the agreement 
of all the states. But many in the North and South were fed up with 
compromise by this time, and Lincoln’s tough inaugural speech put 
an end to the effort. 

In an effort to clarify early wartime policy, Congress passed the 
Crittenden Resolution in the summer of 1861 that declared that the 
war was not being fought to subjugate the South or interfere with 
slavery. But by the following year, an attempt to repass this resolu- 
tion failed, indicating how far down the road to eventual emancipa- 
tion Congress had come. 


WASHINGTON’S BIRTHDAY SPEECH. Right after President An- 
drew Johnson (q.v.) had his veto of the renewal of the Freedmen’s 
Bureau (q.v.) sustained by Congress, he spoke to an impromptu au- 
dience of serenaders at the White House on 22 February 1866. It was 
the first time the public had really seen the president since he was 
sworn in (staggering from drunkenness or illness or a little of both) 
as vice president at Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) second inaugural, al- 
most a year earlier. The speech was very important because Johnson 
crossed the invisible line between good politics and decency by in- 
sulting his opponents personally. This meant that any future compro- 
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mise between the executive and legislative branches over Recon- 
struction would be next to impossible. 

Johnson was preoccupied with himself as a martyr. He used the 
word “T’ 152 times and accused unnamed congressmen of conspiring 
against him and his plan of Reconstruction, which he pronounced just 
as the war had ended. Johnson pointed to his pardons and maintained 
that the Rebels had repented their sins of secession (q.v.) and rebel- 
lion. He even compared his plan to what Jesus Christ would have 
done had He been there —kind, just, and forgiving. Then he went on 
to say that there were men in the North whose disunionist designs 
were fully as evil as anything put forward by Jefferson Davis (q.v.), 
Robert Toombs, John Slidell, and “a long list of others.” 

“Give us their names,” came an anonymous voice from the crowd. 

Johnson rose to the occasion. “A gentleman calls for their names,” 
he began. “Well, I suppose I should give them. . . . I say Thaddeus 
Stevens [q.v.] of Pennsylvania [tremendous applause according to a 
witness]. I say Charles Sumner [q.v.] [great applause]. I say Wendell 
Phillips and others of the same stripe are among them,” the president 
continued, naming the great abolitionist (q.v.). 

“Give it to Forney,” came the voice, referring to John W. Forney, 
editor of the Philadelphia Press and now clerk of the U.S. Senate and 
the one who would not seat the senators from the South elected un- 
der Johnson’s “Christ-like” plan of Reconstruction. 

Johnson bellowed, “Some gentleman in the crowd says ‘Give it to 
Forney.’ I have only just to say that I do not waste my ammunition on 
dead ducks” [laughter and applause]. 

All Republicans were mortified by Johnson’s hasty speaking. 
“Was he drunk?” inquired a friend of Senator John Sherman (q.v.), 
the general’s brother. Tragically, no. What the president had done was 
publicize a breach between him and the Congress. This made it offi- 
cial in the eyes of the public and hard to heal. His vetoes would no 
longer hold up in disagreements over future congressional measures, 
and it was the first step in the long road to impeachment (q.v.). 


WAUHATCHIE, BATTLE OF. See CHATTANOOGA CAMPAIGN. 


“WAVING THE BLOODY SHIRT.” “Waving the bloody shirt” is a 
colorful phrase of post-Civil War politics that essentially meant accus- 
ing white Southern Democrats (q.v.) of wholesale slaughter of white 
Unionists and black Republicans (q.v.) in the South and Northern 
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Democrats of wholehearted complicity in these deeds by opposing Re- 
publican congressional programs in Washington. The term came from 
Benjamin Franklin Butler (q.v.), a Massachusetts politician better 
known as the “Beast of New Orleans” for his tough occupation poli- 
cies and heavy-handed larceny. After the war, Butler supported a harsh 
Reconstruction and helped manage the impeachment of President An- 
drew Johnson (qq.v.). During one debate on violence in the South, But- 
ler waved a bloody shirt over his head, asserting that the scourged vic- 
tim was an Ohio carpetbagger (q.v.) who had merely tried to obtain 
justice for African Americans in Mississippi. The antic was so suc- 
cessful in demonstrating Southern white retaliations on loyal people 
that the term came to be applied to any attack on the Democrats that 
emphasized their support of Southern violence and subordination of le- 
gitimate black social and political aspirations as free persons. 


WAYNESBORO, BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


WELDON RAILROAD, BATTLES OF. See PETERSBURG, SIEGE 
OF. 


WEST VIRGINIA, CREATION OF. Virginia had been two states in 
many ways from its inception. The west was always cut off from the 
east by the Blue Ridge and the Alleghenies. The land admitted to 
small, subsistence farms rather than large, staple-crop plantations, so 
the numbers of slaves were few, around 18,000 in 1860, depending 
on what counties were include in the idea of “west.” The western part 
of Virginia had long maintained that the government at Richmond 
cared little about them, even though they comprised a third of the 
white population, a quarter of the land area, and all of the mineral 
wealth of the state. Transportation improved with the building of the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in the 1850s, but an extension of that line 
down the heavily populated Kanawha Valley, as promised by the state 
legislature, had never been built. Taxes on slave property were less 
than on land, but three-fifths of slaves were counted for the basis of 
county representation in the state legislature, as in the federal Con- 
stitution. 

After the election of 1860 (q.v.), Virginia called a convention, 
which met on 13 February and rejected secession (q.v.). The firing on 
Ft. Sumter (q.v.) caused the convention to reconvene, and President 


WEST VIRGINIA, CREATION OF ® 653 


Abraham Lincoln’s (q.v.) call for troops to suppress the South led to 
Virginia’s convention voting to secede on 17 April, becoming the first 
state to leave in the second secession of the Southern states (q.v.). 
The ordinance to secede was sent to the people for a referendum on 
23 May. The eastern part of the state voted overwhelmingly to leave 
the Union. Western Virginia did not, but its vote was not counted be- 
fore Virginia joined the Confederacy. 

Even before the public voted on secession, which everyone pretty 
much would be in favor of, delegates from select western counties met 
at Wheeling to consider a loyal course of action. This First Wheeling 
Convention decided to adjourn and hold an election after the secession 
referendum to elect new delegates to a Second Wheeling Convention 
to meet on 11 June. The Second Wheeling Convention decided to act 
as if it were the loyal state government. It elected Francis Pierpont 
governor, and John S. Carlile and Waitland T. Riley as U.S. senators. 
The congressmen already representing the disaffected counties would 
continue to serve. Then the senators and congressmen presented them- 
selves to Congress, which promptly seated them. 

The seating of state officials in Congress is the way state govern- 
ments gain legality. Lincoln capped off the charade by addressing all 
official correspondence to Pierpont as governor. Now the new gov- 
ernment of loyal Virginia would engage in another ploy. According to 
the U.S. Constitution, no state may be divided without its own con- 
sent. After much argument, the loyal state of Virginia gave its consent 
to allow the creation of the new state of West Virginia. A public ref- 
erendum on 3 April, again in select counties, omitting many proslave 
areas to be included in the new state, passed. U.S. Senator Riley sanc- 
timoniously introduced the measure to divide Virginia into the Sen- 
ate on 29 May. 

After much deliberation over boundaries and its proposed proslave 
state constitution, Congress passed the final bill to create West Vir- 
ginia on 10 December. In all cases, the rationale seemed to be that of 
Pennsylvania Congressman Thaddeus Stevens, a Radical Republican 
(qq.v.): unconstitutional but necessary. Lincoln signed the bill with 
some reluctance on 31 December. In the end, he opined that secession 
to divide the Union may be unconstitutional, but secession to restore 
part of the Union was certainly constitutional. 

But Congress’s admission of West Virginia had a condition. The 
state would not be admitted until it amended its proposed state 
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constitution to get rid of slavery. West Virginia provided for grad- 
ual emancipation of slaves without compensation to the owners 
(made immediate with the passage of the Thirteenth Amendment 
[q.v.] in 1865), which the voters approved on 28 March 1863. Pres- 
ident Lincoln issued a proclamation recognizing West Virginia 
statehood on 20 April, to take effect on 20 June, and Congress sat 
all of its senators and representatives at its next session. Mean- 
while, the Pierpont government had moved from Wheeling to 
Alexandria to keep up appearances of two Virginias. When it was 
forcibly returned to the Union, real Virginia sued to regain its 
western counties in Commonwealth of Virginia v. State of West Vir- 
ginia (q.v.), but lost the case. Virginia got its revenge in the settle- 
ment of state debt, which took West Virginia until World War II to 
pay off its share. 


WESTERN STATES SANITARY COMMISSION. See U.S. SANI- 
TARY COMMISSION. 


WESTPORT, BATTLE OF. See RED RIVER CAMPAIGN. 


WHIG PARTY. Originally formed by those who opposed Andrew 
Jackson’s election to the presidency, the Whig Party has often been 
forgotten in the popular historical record. Named for the American 
patriots and British politicians who opposed the power of King 
George III and his ministers during the period of the American Rev- 
olution, the nineteenth-century Whigs called themselves such be- 
cause they were against “King Andrew I of veto memory,” Jackson 
being the first president to use the veto power to negate other than un- 
constitutional measures. 

The Whigs introduced many things into American politics. They 
were the first party to have a substantial economic development 
program, the American System (q.v.), that remained consistent for 
the years of the party’s existence. They were the first party to use 
uncannily modern campaign methods based on sloganeering and 
high-profile advertising. They had problems, however, in securing 
enough votes to win the presidency on the basis of their program 
alone. So they tended to run military heroes such as William Henry 
Harrison, Zachary Taylor, and Winfield Scott (qq.v.). Otherwise, 
they were stuck with their perennial candidate, party leader Henry 
Clay, a man who would rather be right than president, and was nei- 
ther. 
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By the end of the War with Mexico, the Whigs got steamrollered 
by their own diverse membership and factionalized over the issue 
of slavery. They were composed of two major groups, the North- 
ern or antislavery Conscience Whigs, and the Southern planters 
and their Northern cotton mill allies, the Cotton Whigs. As the 
Democrats tended to support Southern ideas on the place of slav- 
ery in the Constitution and the day-to-day settlement of the West, 
the Cotton Whigs, at least the Southern elements, began to switch 
to the Democratic Party (q.v.). Some remnants of the Whig Party 
appeared in the election of 1856 (q.v.) as the American Party, but 
the process of destroying the Whigs was completed by the election 
of 1860 (q.v.). 

After the Civil War, many native Southern whites derisively called 
Scalawags (q.v.) supported the Republican Party (q.v.). Historians 
have found that one of the bases of support of postwar Republican- 
ism in the Reconstruction South and later were the old prewar Whigs. 
Since the slavery issue had been destroyed by the results of the war, 
these persons turned once again to the party that promised economic 
development through the Republican platform of 1860 (q.v.), Henry 
Clay’s old American System, enacted into law when the Democrats 
lost their Southern wing through secession. 


WHISKEY RING SCANDAL. After the Tax Scandal (q.v.) rocked the 
Ulysses S. Grant (q.v.) administration, retired Secretary of the Trea- 
sury W. A. Richardson’s successor, reformer Benjamin Bristow, went 
on a clean-up-the-treasury binge that made him a top contender for 
president on the honest government ticket in the election of 1876 
(q.v.). He found that his biggest obstacle in ridding the department of 
crooks was that they were all Grant’s friends and supported him for an 
unprecedented third term. Bristow decided that if he exposed them to 
the public he could not only straighten out the mess in the treasury, but 
become president as well. His target was the Whiskey Ring. Com- 
posed of brewers and distillers of alcoholic beverages, who were sup- 
posed to pay federal excise taxes, the Whiskey Ring had been in exis- 
tence for years. Basically, the ring paid off the revenue men to report 
less production and accept much reduced taxes in exchange for the 
usual bribes. It was sort of an entrenched tradition that no one had 
touched before Bristow made his move in 1875. The secretary tried for 
months to catch the Whiskey Ring, but tip-offs from inside the depart- 
ment had allowed the culprits to slip through his hands. The secretary 
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then collected a secret police force loyal only to him and made a bunch 
of surprise raids at Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Louis. 

The most important catch was the collector of internal revenue at 
St. Louis, John McDonald. An illiterate political manipulator and as- 
tute judge of people, McDonald was an old friend to the president. 
McDonald had been protected by Missouri Republicans (q.v.), many 
of them in on the take, but there had been a recent shift in Republi- 
can personnel to the Carl Schurz (q.v.) group. And Schurz was the 
rare man of integrity, a Liberal Republican who opposed all graft and 
corruption (q.v.). But because the Liberals had been against Grant in 
the election in 1872 (q.v.), Grant took Schurz’s complaints against 
McDonald as mere political hogwash. Grant should have known bet- 
ter. McDonald had asked the president for a letter of introduction to 
Jim Fisk and Jay Gould right after the Gold Scandal (q.v.). Grant re- 
fused the letter, but when McDonald came back with a request to be 
collector at St. Louis, the president had readily assented. He was a 
staunch Grant man and the president hoped that his political savvy 
would neutralize Schurz and his ally, B. Gratz Brown, in Missouri. 

All of that was true, but so was the fact that McDonald was the 
head of the Whiskey Ring’s St. Louis operations. He would put a lo- 
cal distiller up on minor charges and then not prosecute them for a 
kickback. McDonald had confided everything in Grant’s most trusted 
aide, Orville Babcock, but Babcock was very understanding for a 
price. McDonald found this more than reasonable. He gave Babcock 
$25,000 right off the top and kept him regularly supplied with cigar 
boxes filled with $500 bills, large diamonds, vacations with paid ex- 
penses, and even a sylph’s charms (a polite way at that time to refer 
to a practitioner of the world’s oldest profession). Fortunately, as 
Babcock was well aware, Grant had heard “thief” so many times that 
he refused to believe such charges any longer. He saw everything as 
politically inspired drivel launched against trusted subordinates by 
Democrats (q.v.) and Liberal Republicans. Grant was personally so 
squeaky clean that he could not believe that his trusted aides, men 
who had stood shoulder to shoulder with him against the Rebels, and 
cabinet members, men of the business community whom Grant un- 
abashedly admired, could be less trustworthy than he. And led by 
Babcock, they all played on his soft heart for their own benefit. 

Yet, Grant made other mistakes. He accepted gifts from these men, 
especially several prized racehorses. He never seemed to realize that 
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the givers might expect something later or how bad this would look 
if the public ever found out. He was truly ripe for the plucking. In this 
state of mind, the president was horrified to find that his secretary of 
the treasury was in league with his critics. At least that is what Grant 
thought (guided by Babcock) when Bristow revealed all of his find- 
ings in the McDonald matter. But Bristow refused to back down. He 
presented facts that even Grant could not deny, including a bunch of 
telegrams informing McDonald ahead of time of Bristow’s raids, all 
of which had failed, signed “Sylph.”, McDonald had to go; Grant ac- 
cepted his resignation and gave Bristow a free hand to clean up the 
Whiskey Ring. Bristow informed him that “Sylph” was Babcock. 
“Let no guilty man escape,” Grant said. 

But in spite of his declaration to Bristow, Grant kept Babcock in 
his job, convinced deep down that Bristow was wrong about him. 
Babcock and Grant had several private and intense talks, the aide 
showing how Bristow was seeking the presidency over Grant’s ru- 
ined reputation. He even convinced Grant that the “Sylph” telegrams 
were he and McDonald working to protect the president from a 
blackmailing woman (as if Grant ever did anything to be blackmailed 
about). Babcock asked his old general for a military trial and the pres- 
ident appointed a board consisting of Gens. Alfred Terry, Winfield S. 
Hancock (q.v.), and Philip H. Sheridan (q.v.). 

But the St. Louis civilian court would not quash Babcock’s indict- 
ment there or give Grant’s military board any evidence. Babcock 
condemned the court as “Rebel” led, said political plotters wanted to 
ruin him to get at Grant, and assisted a private investigation author- 
ized by the president to seek out the “facts.” The trial in St. Louis 
convicted all of the accused except Babcock (McDonald got eighteen 
months), who produced an affidavit from Grant that his aide was as 
pure as the driven snow. The court did not wish to challenge the pres- 
ident’s veracity through a mere deposition and felt obliged to let Bab- 
cock go. Babcock and Grant then had a heart-to-heart conference af- 
ter which Babcock resigned to be director of public works for the 
District of Columbia, where he dropped from the public eye. Mean- 
while, Grant turned his fury on Bristow, whom he allowed to con- 
tinue in place until after the election of 1876 (q.v.), when the reformer 
was fired. Once again, the president covered up for his friends’ lack 
of reputation by compromising his own. “Grantism” came to mean 
the worst in crooked government, a castigation that has endured to 
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the present day, and did much to compromise the continuance of Re- 
construction, which he supported. 


WHITE CAMELLIA, KNIGHTS OF THE. This group was a 
Louisiana version of the Ku Klux Klan (q.v.). 


WHITE LEAGUE. A Louisiana Democratic Party group of armed 
white gunmen who intimidated black and white Republicans at elec- 
tions in the mid-1870s, shot rival candidates and their supporters, and 
watched the polls to limit opposition voting. See also NEW OR- 
LEANS, THIRD BATTLE OF. 


WHITE LINERS. A Mississippi Democratic Party group of armed 
white gunmen who intimidated black and white Republicans at elec- 
tions in the mid-1870s, shot rival candidates and their supporters, and 
watched the polls to limit opposition voting. 


WHITE OAK SWAMP, BATTLE OF. See GLENDALE, BATTLE 
OF. 


WILDERNESS, BATTLE OF THE. See RICHMOND OR OVER- 
LAND CAMPAIGN. 


WILKINSON, JOHN. See SECRET SERVICE, CONFEDERATE. 


WILLIAMS vy. STATE OF MISSISSIPPI (1898). Shortly after it de- 
cided Plessy v. Ferguson (q.v.), the U.S. Supreme Court (q.v.) vali- 
dated the formal skirting of the Fifteenth Amendment (q.v.) in 
Williams v. Mississippi. After Congress had dropped the proposed 
Lodge Force Bill from consideration just before the Spanish- 
American War, Mississippi decided to take the final step and disfran- 
chise African Americans within the limits set by the Fifteenth 
Amendment. Because of the negative wording, the amendment did 
not actually grant anyone the right to vote. It merely said that race 
could not be the sole determining factor. This left the states wide lat- 
itude to use any other method but race to achieve the same goal. 
Eventually, two devices achieved the endorsement of the Court, the 
literacy test and the poll tax. Two others, the grandfather clause and 
the white primary, would be declared unconstitutional as they ex- 
cluded blacks on their face alone. 

The Magnolia State led the way with the Second Mississippi 
Plan—the first was the Shotgun Plan (q.v.) of 1876. The idea was 
simple. No one could vote without being able to read and write or un- 
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derstand the federal and state constitutions. Since these requirements 
on their face did not involve race, the Court accepted them in 1898 
as acceptable means to regulate elections. With the endorsement of 
disfranchisement on some other basis than race alone, Williams v. 
Mississippi gave the South the go-ahead to make disfranchisement of 
blacks an established fact. South Carolina and Louisiana quickly fol- 
lowed suit with new state constitutions imitating the Second Missis- 
sippi Plan. But the South could not keep away from overt racism. The 
real problem, of course, was that the tests were never given equally, 
and it was upon this fault that the exclusions would ultimately fail a 
half-century later. 


WILLIAMSBURG, BATTLE OF. See PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. 


WILMINGTON, BATTLE OF. The last major port open on the At- 
lantic, halfway between Robert E. Lee’s (q.v.) Army of Northern Vir- 
ginia and Confederate forces in South Carolina, Wilmington, North 
Carolina, was strategically located to succor the last Confederate war 
effort. With his army bogged down at the Petersburg siege (q.v.), Fed- 
eral Lt. Gen. Ulysses S. Grant ordered Bvt. Maj. Gen. Benjamin But- 
ler (qq.v.) to subdue Wilmington and its bastion, Ft. Fisher, in De- 
cember 1864. 

Lee quickly learned of the expedition and sent a division of in- 
fantry to help defend the fort. Even though the Federals had touched 
off 215 pounds of black power in a ship floated close to shore, the 
blast had little effect on the fort’s defenders. Bad weather had delayed 
the Federal fleet and Butler’s infantry until Lee’s men approached in 
time to cause Butler to withdraw his attacking infantry, which had al- 
ready succeeded in capturing several minor supporting installations 
near Ft. Fisher. This botched attack permitted Grant, with the con- 
currence of President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.), to fire Butler, who had 
been kept on beyond his military usefulness to help Lincoln win the 
election of 1864 (q.v.). 

With the failure of the Butler attempt, Grant sent down a new expe- 
dition in January 1865. Again storms made the trip from the Petersburg 
siege to Wilmington slow and hazardous. Led by Bvt. Maj. Gen. Alfred 
Terry, the Federals landed against a garrison reinforced once again by 
new Confederate arrivals. On 13 January, Terry landed and entrenched 
to hold his gains. Then, under the cover of a naval bombardment, sol- 
diers, sailors, and marines took the fort by assault on 15 January. 
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The fort commander, Confederate Maj. Gen. W. H. C. Whiting, be- 
lieved that troops from Lee’s army and the District of North Carolina 
commanded by Gen. Braxton Bragg (q.v.) could have prevented the 
Union victory had they but jumped into the fray. From his Yankee 
prison cell, he angrily asked for a formal investigation into Bragg’s role 
by the Confederate hierarchy. The attack cost the Federals 1,200 and 
the Confederates 2,000, most of whom were made prisoners of war. 


WILMOT PROVISO (1846, 1848). The Wilmot Proviso was the ex- 
treme antislavery (q.v.) view in the northern United States. It simply 
held that slavery ought not to be permitted in the western territories 
won from Mexico as a result of the war. It was introduced in 1846 
by David Wilmot, a Pennsylvania congressman in the Democratic 
Party, as a rider on the Army Appropriations Bill of 1846. Like many 
northeastern Democrats (q.v.), Wilmot believed that President James 
K. Polk had stolen the presidential nomination from their man, Mar- 
tin Van Buren. The idea was to introduce an antislavery measure to 
isolate Polk and Southern Democrats and reveal the War with Mex- 
ico to be one of blatant conquest designed to spread slavery into the 
West and bring more future slave states into the Union. It created no 
problem nationally when Wilmot introduced it in 1846, because 
everyone recognized it as blatant party politics solely within the 
Democratic Party. 

Then in 1848, it was reintroduced for what it could really be: a 
measure to keep slavery out of all the western territories. This time, 
it caused all sorts of controversy. Northerners saw it as a reasonable 
way to limit the spread of slavery. It had been done before under the 
Articles of Confederation through the Northwest Land Ordinance 
of 1787, which prohibited slavery north of the Ohio River; and un- 
der the Constitution by way of the Missouri Compromise (q.v.), 
which prohibited slavery in the West above Missouri’s southern 
border (the 36°30’ line). Southerners saw it as an unfair way to pre- 
vent them from enjoying the fruits of the war, one they had fought 
much more enthusiastically than the antislave Northeast, and they 
feared the earlier compromises as an unconstitutional denial of their 
rights in the West. 

The issue of slavery expansion into the West became the key issue 
of the election of 1848 (q.v.). 


WILSON’S CREEK. See MISSOURI CAMPAIGN (1861-1862). 
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WINCHESTER, FIRST BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VAL- 
LEY CAMPAIGN, FIRST (JACKSON’S). 


WINCHESTER, SECOND BATTLE OF. See PENNSYLVANIA 
CAMPAIGN. 


WINCHESTER, THIRD BATTLE OF. See SHENANDOAH VAL- 
LEY CAMPAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


WOMEN’S RIGHTS BEFORE AND DURING THE CIVIL WAR 
AND RECONSTRUCTION. Along with increased rights for black 
males, Reconstruction (q.v.) witnessed a rise in women’s rights, es- 
pecially when it came to property. In every Southern state except Vir- 
ginia, which had to rewrite its state constitution under the Military 
Reconstruction Acts (q.v.), the guarantee of women’s property rights, 
independent of their husbands, was recognized. South Carolina also 
gave them the right to file for divorce, and Texas even seriously con- 
sidered granting the right to vote (as did Arkansas and South Carolina 
in a less solemn way), but that proposal was shelved in a raucous con- 
vention that had trouble turning out a normal fundamental law, much 
less one reformed beyond congressional demands. 

Contrary to the picture many Americans hold of antebellum Dixie, 
the South had actually led the nation in reforms in women’s rights be- 
fore the Civil War. In Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Mis- 
sissippi, and Texas, the Reconstruction constitutions merely recon- 
firmed what those states had had as law before the war. 
Reconstruction then was but one stage in an ongoing reform that had 
its inception in Mississippi in 1839. It was so successful because men 
had a real stake in the outcome and it had little to do with feminism 
per se. The equality that flowed from these laws was a by-product of 
them, not their actual intent. Under common law a single woman had 
the same right as a man in property as a matter of tradition. Marriage, 
however, changed this. Now a woman’s possessions and she herself 
became part of the property of her husband. She could not make in- 
dependent contracts, sue or be sued, or execute a valid will. 

The gallant Southern men who dominated Reconstruction constitu- 
tional conventions feared that a woman could be taken advantage of by 
unscrupulous men. So they wrote laws to allow her these property 
rights, and the result was an equality not dreamed of. Another consid- 
eration during the Reconstruction period was the vast indebtedness of 
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the South. Indeed, this probably was the reason the states first enacted 
these laws beginning in 1839. It was a response to another bad eco- 
nomic period, marked by the intense Panic of 1837. These laws pro- 
tected a woman from losing her property to the collection of debts 
owed by her husband. So, too, was it in Reconstruction, except that the 
earlier laws were now elevated to constitutional status. Three states, 
Alabama, Florida, and Texas, went even further. They did not allow a 
husband to sell the family homestead without his wife’s permission. 

The real problem was that these grants of power to women were 
done in a fairly vague manner, which left it to the courts to round 
them out with specific decisions. The first state to do this was Geor- 
gia, and it did it with a vengeance. In Huff v. Wright (1869), the state 
ruled that a woman who claimed not to have to pay a debt incurred 
in 1866 because the promissory note was null and void as she was 
married at the time could not claim exemption. The court held that 
the state constitution confirmed that the law before the war was valid 
and that the new constitution went so far as to make a husband and 
wife two separate entities. The wife was no longer subordinate to her 
husband but free to purchase, hold, and convey property, contract and 
be contracted with, and sue or be sued, just as if she were a single 
woman. It would take several decades for case law in all states to 
catch up with Georgia’s, but the right of women in property had been 
changed forever throughout the South (and the rest of the nation by 
then) by the actions of the Reconstruction conventions. Admittedly, 
there were inconsistencies between the various states and sometimes 
within the states themselves, but the trend toward equality in property 
rights between the sexes was certain. 


WOODSTOCK RACES. See SHENANDOAH VALLEY CAM- 
PAIGN, SECOND (SHERIDAN’S). 


WORMLEY HOUSE AGREEMENT. See ELECTION OF 1876 
AND COMPROMISE OF 1877. 


WOUNDS. Prior to the nineteenth century there were few medical ser- 
vices for the rank and file. It was not until large armies conscripted 
from the general populations became common that organized mili- 
tary services came into use. Some of the greatest strides came from 
the medical director for Napoléon I, Dominique J. Larrey. Since 
Napoléon conquered most of Europe, Larrey’s influences were wide- 
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spread. His memoirs only served to make his methods more well- 
known. 

But American military medical science even predated Larrey. Dur- 
ing the American Revolution, John Jones, a New York City surgeon, 
wrote a guide for surgery and public hygiene (1775). All of the ad- 
vances in military medicine available to the Civil War soldier, how- 
ever, came a decade before the revolutionary techniques of antisepsis 
and asepsis were known. Despite the horrendous losses suffered on 
both sides during the Civil War, two-thirds of the dead expired from 
disease (q.v.). 

Of those who were battle casualties, 94 percent of all reported 
wounds were from bullets. Artillery fire, torpedoes, and grenades 
comprised 5.5 percent of the total. The rest were from edged weapons 
such as bayonets and sabers. Of all wounds, 71 percent were in the 
extremities, legs, feet, arms, or hands. Only 18 percent were in the 
torso. But Civil War wounds were much more damaging than those 
incurred in prior wars because of the use of the conoidal bullet, or 
Minnie ball (q.v.). In the War with Mexico, for example, the round 
musket ball would nick a bone. Because of its soft lead content and 
the speed with which it hit its target, the Minnie ball tended to tum- 
ble and disintegrate when it hit the body and rip a bigger wound, shat- 
tering any bony surface it encountered. The result was a higher 
chance of infection. 

But the pain and disorientation of battlefield wounding were only 
preludes to the horrors of medical treatment. The speed with which 
the soldier received treatment ranged from slow to better as the war 
progressed and improved as ambulance services and triage (q.v.) 
came into use. The fortunate thing for the wounded Civil War soldier 
was that doctors were able to render him unconscious before operat- 
ing through the use of nitrous oxide, ether, or chloroform (in the or- 
der of their effectiveness)—if they were available. Otherwise, it was 
a shot of whiskey, and good luck. Generally, a gauze cone would be 
placed over the patient’s nose and the anesthetic dripped onto it. Then 
the doctor would probe for the bullet with his finger. If the ball was 
in too deep, he would use a bullet probe. Once the bullet was en- 
countered, it would be withdrawn with a bullet extractor and the 
wound cleared of any foreign debris, like the cloth from a shirt or 
coat. Then the wound would be dressed. Any shock would be treated 
with a liberal dose of whiskey. 
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Generally, the dressing would consist of some lint followed by a 
linen bandage. It would not be changed for days, and would become 
quite filthy. Nothing was known about that. Often, a bandage would 
be reused, especially in Confederate hospitals. The Rebels took to 
boiling the blood and pus out of old wrappings, accidentally steriliz- 
ing the old bandages. Such a bandage might prove better than a new, 
clean one without any sterilization procedure. Bandages were usually 
applied dampened with cold water. Then if infection set in, the sur- 
geon would change over to hot water. By that time, the soldier might 
be so weakened by his ordeal that amputation would do little more 
than kill him. 

There were three levels of amputation, classified by time period. 
Primary amputations were completed within forty-eight hours of the 
injury. Their survival rate was 76 percent. An intermediate amputa- 
tion occurred from forty-eight hours to two weeks after the injury. Its 
survival rate was 65 percent. A secondary amputation usually took 
place in a general hospital later than two weeks after the injury and 
in addition to the primary amputation, as a correction or supplemen- 
tal treatment. Its survival rate was 71 percent. It was critical to get the 
wounded off the battlefield, which placed a premium on good, 
prompt ambulance services and triage. For this reason, many military 
surgeons advocated immediate amputation before the patient could 
be debilitated by infection. Amputation was necessary if the blood 
supply to the lower extremities was adversely affected, if there was 
excessive bullet laceration, or if a bone had been shattered. The 
closer to the torso, the less chance one had to survive an amputation, 
especially in the leg. 

There were three types of amputation: circular, oval, or double 
flap. The circular amputation involved cutting through the skin and 
drawing the inner muscles back so that the bone would be revealed 
above the wound closer to the torso. Then the bone would be sawed 
(it sounded a lot like sawing a wood plank), and the skin and muscles 
allowed to drop below the bone cut. The arteries and major veins 
would be tied off, a disintegrating catgut was preferred, and the var- 
ious tissues would be drawn over the bone and stitched together. 

If thread were used to tie off the blood vessels, the surgeons 
would wait several days and pull the thread loose. If the blood ves- 
sels had not clotted sufficiently, the wound might have to be re- 
opened and the arteries and veins cauterized or tied off again. In the 
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oval or single flap operation, the leg was cut on one side higher than 
the other so that there would be a padding of tissues to cushion the 
wound after it was sewed up. A double flap was an amputation that 
left a tissue flap on either side of the bone cut that could be drawn 
over the stump and sewed up. Because of the speed and the ease of 
closure, the oval flap was the preferred surgical method used in the 
Civil War. 

After the amputation, the patient might remain in the field hospital 
until he was ambulatory. More serious cases were transferred by train 
or steamboat to general hospitals in major cities behind the lines. Be- 
cause of the lack of even basic cleanliness, wounded soldiers quickly 
developed so-called surgical fevers. Among these were pyemia 
(death rate of 97 percent), tetanus (90 percent), erysipelas (41 per- 
cent), and gangrene (62 percent). 

Generally, the doctors isolated such fevers from the general hospi- 
tal population, which improved their recovery rate and, in the case of 
erysipelas, prevented contagion. As hospital cleanliness improved 
during the war, probably brought on by the involvement of women in 
the medical care of the wounded, infections lessened. In the case of 
gangrene, death rates could be brought down to 2.6 percent merely by 
treating the infected area with bromide injections, rather than using 
old, outmoded caustic treatments. 

Civil War surgery reached a pre-Listerian zenith. Even with its 
faults, the death rates for all forms of amputation were 30 percent less 
than they had been for the Crimean War, a decade before. 


-Y- 


YANCEY-ROST-MANN DELEGATION. In March 1861, the Con- 
federacy sent its first diplomatic mission to Europe. Three men were 
to represent the independent South as roving ambassadors to all na- 
tions. These were William L. Yancey, the leading Fire-Eater (q.v.) 
who broke up the Democratic (q.v.) convention at Charleston and 
whom conservative Confederate leaders wanted to get out of their 
way; Pierre Rost, a Louisiana planter who spoke French but had lit- 
tle else to recommend him; and A. Dudley Mann, a career diplomat 
who tended toward the bombastic, writing communications twice as 
long as those of the rest of the diplomatic corps combined. 
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Although these three men inspired little confidence, they achieved 
the biggest diplomatic coup of the war when Great Britain declared 
the Confederate States of America (q.v.) to be a belligerent, a de 
facto political entity making war, not engaged in an illegal rebellion 
as President Abraham Lincoln (q.v.) asserted. But a de facto gov- 
ernment is exactly that—one that exercises political control and 
maintains law and order. This was not actual recognition, which is 
de jure recognition, a fine distinction that the British are very good 
at making. 

By recognizing the Confederacy as de facto, the Foreign Enlist- 
ment Act of 1819 applied to the American Civil War. A British citi- 
zen could not legally enlist in another nation’s armies because Britain 
was a neutral. British citizens also could not fit out ships for either 
side. Such vessels were liable to seizure by the British navy. Finally, 
no British ship could sail through a legal blockade. Of course, the 
Confederates held that the Union blockade (q.v.) of their ports was il- 
legal because it existed on paper only, not in fact. But the increase in 
the numbers of ships employed made it real enough far too soon to 
suit Southern consumers, civilian or military. 

The federal government protested the British declaration as more 
than the Rebels were entitled to and as an unwarranted interference 
in U.S. internal affairs. But Britain pointed out that the federal gov- 
ernment had declared a blockade against the South of its own voli- 
tion. One cannot blockade one’s own ports under international law, 
hence the Lincoln administration had recognized the Confederacy as 
a de facto entity itself. Besides, the Union held Confederate soldiers 
as prisoners of war, instead of dealing with them as traitors. 

The Confederates argued that Britain ought to take the next logical 
step and recognize it as a de jure government, fully independent of 
the United States. But the British never changed their stance, which 
led the Confederates to send a separate delegation to both Britain and 
France, led by James M. Mason and John Slidell, respectively. This 
led to the next crisis in Union-British foreign relations, the Trent af- 
fair (q.v.). 


YERGER, EX PARTE (1868). After the Supreme Court’s (q.v.) decision 
in ex parte McCardle (q.v.) in 1868, the problem of the constitution- 
ality of the Military Reconstruction Acts (q.v.) arose once again in ex 
parte Yerger, another Mississippi newspaper editor’s case, this one 
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from Jackson. Edward M. Yerger had stabbed to death a U.S. Army of- 
ficer serving as the militarily appointed mayor of the Mississippi cap- 
ital for seizing a piano for nonpayment of taxes (Yerger was bank- 
rupt). He was tried for murder before a military commission. As the 
trial proceeded, he applied for a writ of habeas corpus (q.v.) from the 
federal circuit judge for Mississippi, Associate Justice Joseph Bradley. 
As the Supreme Court justice sitting on circuit, Bradley denied the 
plea. Yerger’s attorneys applied directly to Chief Justice Salmon P. 
Chase (q.v.), who at first refused to override Bradley, then acquiesced. 
The appeal, however, was brought under the Judiciary Act of 1789, 
not the Habeas Corpus Act of 1867 (q.v.). Thus, Yerger would follow 
a different route to the Supreme Court, regardless of what would hap- 
pen with a similar case, ex parte McCardle. 

When the Yerger case came up before the whole Court, the justices 
ruled that they had jurisdiction through a writ of habeas corpus aided 
by a writ of certiorari. By now it was 1870 and Reconstruction was 
over in all the Southern states but Texas and Mississippi and elections 
there would be in a matter of months. So the Court cut a deal whereby 
the federal government dropped the case and the Supreme Court re- 
manded it to the Mississippi state courts for decision as soon as the 
state was readmitted to the Union. There Yerger managed to escape 
authorities and flee to Maryland, where he dabbled in the Liberal Re- 
publican (q.v.) movement, published a Baltimore newspaper, and fi- 
nally died in 1875 of natural causes. He was never brought to trial, 
many considering that a civil proceeding would constitute double 
jeopardy after the military commission case. 


YORKTOWN, SIEGE OF. See PENINSULA CAMPAIGN. 


YOUNG AMERICA. Part of the American movement called Manifest 
Destiny (q.v.) was the concept of “Young America.” The European 
Revolutions of 1848 for constitutional government, with or without 
monarchy, was wildly supported in the United States, almost like the 
coming of the millennium. The European revolutionaries formed so- 
cieties, all named after their nations, or hoped-for nations, such as 
Young Italy, Young Hungary, Young Germany, Young Ireland, and 
so on. 

Naturally, Republicans in the United States clamored to support 
these revolutions, so reminiscent of the American Revolution of 1776. 
So, in 1850, at the suggestion of Edwin De Leon of South Carolina, 
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they formed Young America and sent munitions and men to join the 
European revolutionaries. The federal government appointed A. Dud- 
ley Mann, a professional diplomat who later served the Confederacy, 
as its minister to the Hungarian Revolution (which the Russians bru- 
tally suppressed before his arrival). The Austrian government vehe- 
mently protested official American interference. Secretary of State 
Daniel Webster dismissed the Austrian protest, daring Austria to do 
something about it. In another incident, Martin Koszta, a Hungarian 
revolutionary who had visited the United States and declared he 
wished to be a citizen, returned to Europe only to be arrested by an 
Austrian officer in the Ottoman Empire. A U.S. warship intervened to 
secure his release. 

After the monarchies violently suppressed the revolutions in Eu- 
rope, Americans opened their arms to the exiled heroes of the hour. 
Hungarian revolutionary leader, Lajos Kossuth, visited the United 
States in 1851, to be greeted with enthusiasm. Over 100,000 persons 
lined the railroad tracks as he passed, cheering and waving their sup- 
port. He made an able speech before the Ohio state legislature, de- 
claring 1803 was a great year because both he and the state of Ohio 
were born. In Washington, Webster called for Hungarian indepen- 
dence, Hungarian self-government, and Hungarian control of Hun- 
garian destinies. Back in Europe, U.S. Minister to the Court at St. 
James, dour old James Buchanan (q.v.), entertained Kossuth and all 
of the European states, although his underling, George Sanders, was 
later implicated in helping to plan the Lincoln kidnap and assassina- 
tion plot (q.v.) during the Civil War and did most of the work. 

It was natural for the United States to support all revolutionaries in 
the world in the nineteenth century. After all, their ideology was 
American. And the spread of American ideas was a key part of Amer- 
ica’s “Spread Eagle foreign policy” (q.v.) of the 1850s. 
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3. Grant Moves South: The Capture of Ft. Henry and Ft. Donelson and the 
War on the Rivers 
4. The Battle of Shiloh Church or Pittsburg Landing 
5. Opening the Mississippi to Vicksburg and Port Hudson 
a. New Madrid, Island No. 10, and the Emergence of Gen. John Pope 
b. The River Battles: Plum Run Bend and Memphis 
c. The Second Battle of New Orleans 
d. Vicksburg Bombardment, the Battle of Baton Rouge, and the CSS 
Arkansas 
6. Henry W. Halleck’s Corinth Campaign: “Old Brains” Shows a Lack of 
Imagination 
H. The Bloody Summer in the East: The Emergence of the Lee-Jackson Team 
1. The Peninsula Campaign 
a. The Siege of Yorktown: The Monitor versus the Virginia (Merrimac) 
b. The Pursuit: The Battles at Williamsburg, Eltham Plantation, and 
Drewry’s Bluff 
c. The Effect of the Battle of Kernstown 
d. The Battle of Hanover Court House and the Siege of Richmond 
e. Seven Pines and First Fair Oaks 
2. The First Shenandoah Valley Campaign: Gen. T. J. “Stonewall” Jackson 
Saves Richmond 
a. The Joining of Jackson and Gen. R. S. Ewell 
b. The Battle of McDowell: Jackson Joins with Gen. Edward “Old 
Allegheny” Johnson 
. The Battles of Front Royal and Middletown 
. The First Battle of Winchester and the Pursuit to Harpers Ferry 
. Lincoln’s Vain Attempt to Trap Jackson 
f. The Battles of Cross Keys and Port Republic 
3. Gen. Robert E. Lee Saves the Confederacy 
a. Robert E. Lee: Military Genius or Butcher? 
b. The Seven Days Campaign 
i. Gen. J. E. B. Stuart Rides around McClellan 
ii. General Orders No. 75 and the Battle of Oak Grove 
iii. The Battle of Mechanicsville 
iv. The Battle of Gaines’ Mill 
v. A Wild Goose Chase to White House 
vi. The Battle of Savage’s Station 
vii. The Battles at Glendale, White Oak Swamp, and Turkey Run 
viii. The Battle of Malvern Hill and McClellan’s Retreat to Harrison’s 
Landing 
c. The Second Manassas or Second Bull Run Campaign 
i. Gen. John Pope Makes War Tough on Confederate Civilians 
ii. Gen. Henry W. Halleck and the New Union Command System 
iii. The Battle of Cedar Mountain 
iv. The Raid on Verdiersville: Pope Captures Lee’s Plans 
v. The Raid on Catlett’s Station: Lee Captures Popes Plans 
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vi. Jackson’s Raid on Manassas Junction 
vii. The Battle of Groveton: Jackson Reveals His Hiding Place 
viii. The Second Battle of Manassas or Second Bull Run 
d. The Maryland Campaign 
i. McClellan Restores the Union Army’s Confidence 
ii. Lee’s Famous “Lost Order’: Special Orders No. 191 
iii. The Battles at South Mountain and Crampton’s Gap 
iv. The Battle of Antietam Creek or Sharpsburg 
v. The Effects of Antietam on the War 
A. The South’s Second Conscription Act 
B. The Shifting Spectrum of Union War Aims: Emancipation Looms 
. The Confiscation Acts 
. Horace Greeley’s “Prayer of Twenty Millions” 
. The Republican Party: Radicals, Moderates, and Conservatives 
. The Preliminary Emancipation Proclamation 
. Lincoln’s Actual Freedom Plan 
a. Compensated Emancipation 
b. Colonization at Chiriqui or L’Ile a Vache 
6. Equality: The Deferred Commitment 
e. Tragedy on the Rappahannock: The Fredericksburg Campaign 
i. McClellan Replaced by Gen. Ambrose E. Burnside 
ii. The Missing Pontoon Bridges 
iii. The Battle of Fredericksburg 
iv. The Mud March: Stalemate in the East 
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I. Grant versus Rosecrans: The Battles of Iuka and Corinth 
J. The Confederate Invasion of Kentucky: The Perryville Campaign 


1. 
. Gen. Kirby Smith Invades Kentucky: The Battle of Zion Church 
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Gens. E. Kirby Smith and Braxton Bragg and the Chattanooga Agreement 


Gen. Bragg Invades Kentucky: The Battle of Mumfordville 
The Secession of Kentucky 


. The Battle of Perryville or Chaplin Hills: Kentucky Held in the Union 
. The Confederate Retreat into Tennessee 
. The Battle of Stones River or Murfreesboro 


K. The Union Election of 1862 


5. 


1. The Democratic Party: War, Regular, and Peace Factions 

2. The Removal of McClellan and Buell: The Election of 1862 
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4. Purging the Cabinet: Secretary of the Treasury Salmon P. Chase and the 


Purging the Army: Courts-Martial and Inquiries, the Fitz John Porter Case 


Collamer Delegation 
The War Changes Character: The Final Emancipation Proclamation 


V. The Critical Year: The Battles and Campaigns of 1863 
A. The Vicksburg Campaign: The South Split in Half 


1, 


The Abortive Tallahatchie Expedition 

a. Grant Decides to Attack Vicksburg 

b. Confederate Gen. Earl Van Dorn’s Raid on Holly Springs, Mississippi 
c. Confederate Gen. Nathan Bedford Forrest’s Raid on Jackson, Tennessee 
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2. Union Gen. W. T. Sherman’s Feint to the Chickasaw Bluffs 
3. Union Gen. John McClernand Attempts to Preempt Grant’s Command 
a. The Battle of Arkansas Post or Ft. Hindman 
b. The Army of the Tennessee: Grant Assumes Control of McClernand 
4. A Winter of Frustration and Confusion 
a. The Desoto Point Canal Project 
. The Cruise of the Queen of the West 
. The Yazoo Pass Expedition and Ft. Pemberton 
. The Lake Providence Route 
. Up Steele’s Bayou to Disaster 
f. The Roundaway Bayou Attempt 
5. The Navy Runs the Vicksburg Batteries 
. The Confederate Command System 
7. Grant Moves to Victory 
a. Two Diversions: Gen. Benjamin Grierson’s Raid and the Yazoo Pass 
Demonstration 
b. Grant Crosses the Mississippi: The Battles of Grand Gulf, Bruinsburg, 
and Port Gibson 
c. The Battle of Raymond: Grant Gets between Gens. John C. Pemberton 
and Joseph E. Johnston 
. The Feint to Fourteen-Mile Creek: Grant Freezes Pemberton 
. The Battle of Jackson: Grant Defeats Johnston 
. The Battle of Champion’s Hill: Grant Defeats Pemberton 
. The Battle of the Big Black River Bridge: Grant Drives Pemberton Back 
into Vicksburg 
8. The Siege of Vicksburg 
a. The First Assault 
b. The Second Assault 
c. The Fall of Gen. McClernand 
d. The Surrender of Vicksburg 
B. Louisiana: The War’s Backwater 
1. Bayou Teche Campaign: Securing Cotton and Freedom 
2. The Siege of Port Hudson: The Lesser Half of Taking Vicksburg 
C. The Continued Struggle in the East 
1. Lee’s Greatest Victory: The Chancellorsville Campaign 
a. “Fightin’ Joe” Hooker and the “Finest Army on the Planet” 
b. Confederate Gen. James Longstreet Sent to Suffolk 
c. The Battle of Chancellorsville 
i. Union Gen. George Stoneman’s Raid on Richmond 
ii. Into the Wilderness (May 1): Hooker Stops at Chancellorsville 
iii. Jackson’s Flank March, Victory, and Death (2 May) 
iv. Hazel Grove and Marye’s Heights or Second Fredericksburg (3 
May) 
v. Salem Church and Hooker’s Retreat (4 May) 
2. Lee’s Worst Defeat: The Pennsylvania Invasion 
a. The Gettysburg Decision 
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b. The March into Pennsylvania 
i. The Battle of Deep Run or Franklin’s Crossing 
ii. Brandy Station: The Largest Cavalry Battle of the Civil War 
iii. The Battles of Second Winchester and Stephenson’s Depot 
iv. The Cavalry Battles at Aldie, Middleburg, and Upperville 
v. Stuart’s Controversial Ride around the Federal Army 
vi. The Confederates in Pennsylvania 
c. Hooker Replaced by Gen. George G. Meade: The Pipe Creek Line 
d. The Battle of Gettysburg 
i. Seminary Ridge (July 1) 
ii. The Battle of Sickles’ Salient, the Wheat Field, the Peach Orchard, 
Devil’s Den, and Big Round Top (2 July) 
iii. The Battles of Culp’s Hill and Cemetery Hill 
iv. Cemetery Ridge or Pickett’s Charge (3 July) 
e. Lee’s Withdrawal into Virginia at Williamsport 
f. The Fall Maneuverings: Bristow Station and Mine Run 


. War Resistance in the North 


. The Union Conscription Act 

. The New York City Draft Riot 

. The Suspension of Civil Liberties and the Copperhead Movement 
. Ex Parte Vallandigham (1863) 

. The Birchard and Corning Letters 

. Ex Parte Milligan (1866) 


monoce 


D. The Chattanooga Campaign 


1. 


5. 


The Jominan Masterpiece: Union Gen. W. S. Rosecrans’s Tullahoma 
Campaign 

a. The Anti-Bragg Movement 

b. Rosecrans’s Delay at Murfreesboro 

c. The March to Tullahoma 

d. The Fall of Chattanooga 


. The Battle of Chickamauga: The Confederacy’s Greatest Victory in the 


West 


. The Siege of Chattanooga 


a. The End for Rosecrans 

b. The Purge of the Anti-Bragg Men 

c. The Battles of Wauhatchie and Brown’s Ferry: Longstreet Leaves for the 
East 


. The Battles for Chattanooga 


a. The Battle of Orchard Knob: Gaining Room to Maneuver 

b. The “Battle above the Clouds”: Hooker Takes Lookout Mountain 

c. Missionary Ridge or the “Soldiers’ Battle”: The Army of the 
Cumberland Avenges Chickamauga 

The Battle of Ringgold Gap and Bragg’s Resignation 


E. The Knoxville Campaign 
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Burnside Takes the Cumberland Gap and Knoxville 
Longstreet’s Advance: Loudon, Lenoir Station, and Campbell Station 
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3. The Assault on Ft. Saunders 
4. Bean’s Station and the Disastrous Retreat to Virginia 
VI. The Modern War: The Battles and Campaigns of 1864 and 1865 
A. The Union Command System Perfected: Grant Becomes Lieutenant General 
B. The Prisoners of War 
1. Informal Exchanges 
2. The Dix-Hill Cartel 
3. The Breakdown of the Cartel 
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. Maj. Gen. Ben Butler and the Mumford Hanging 
b. 
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The Vicksburg Paroles 
The Use of Black Soldiers in the North: Slaves in Insurrection or 
Soldiers? 


. Lt. Gen. U. S. Grant and the War of Attrition: No More Exchanges, Lots 


of Retaliation 


. The Ludlow-Ould Negotiations 
. The Horror in the Prisons: From Andersonville and Libby to Elmira and 


Ft. Delaware 


C. Union Disappointment in the Trans-Mississippi and the Cis-Mississippi 
1. Red River Campaign: Failure in Louisiana 


a. 


b. 


Capture of Ft. DeRussy: Above Alexandria River Low and Yankees Go 
Inland 
Sabine Crossroads or Mansfield: The Yankees Withdraw 


c. Confederate Counterattack at Pleasant Hill Fails: Yankee Withdrawal 


Continues 


. Skirmish at Blair’s or Pleasant Hill Landing: Confederates Shift Troops 


to Arkansas 


. Saving the Federal River Fleet: Running Red River at Alexandria 
. Aftermath: Price’s Belated Invasion of Missouri 


i. The Battle of Westport 
ii. The Battle of the Marais Des Cygnes 


2. Camden Campaign: Failure in Arkansas 


a. 
b. 
c: 


Confederate Withdrawal until Troops Arrive from Louisiana 
The Battle of Marks’ Mills: Union Wagons Taken, Forcing Withdrawal 
Jenkins’ Ferry: The Yankees Drive Back Rebel Attack and Cross to Safety 


3. Nathan Bedford Forrest Bedevils the Yankees in Mississippi and 
Tennessee 
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. Streight’s Raid: All’s Fair in Love and War 

. The Ft. Pillow Massacre: A Blot on His Record 

. The Battle of Brice’s Crossroads: Whipping the Yankees without Mercy 
. The Battle of Tupelo: Loss on the Battlefield But a Victory Strategically 
. Forrest Enters Memphis: A Raid into the Heart of Union Headquarters 
f. 


West Tennessee Raid: Cavalry against River Gunboats 


D. The Richmond Campaign: Lee Produces a Stalemate 
1. The Wilderness: Grant Loses a Battle But Wins the War 
2. The Battles at Spotsylvania Court House: “If It Takes All Summer” 
3. Sheridan’s Richmond Raid: Yellow Tavern and the Death of Stuart 
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4. The North Anna River and Totopotomy Creek: Grant’s Predictions Prove True 
. The Second Battle of Cold Harbor: Grant’s Frustration Produces Slaughter 
6. The Failure of the Secondary Operations in Virginia 
a. The Battle of New Market: Gen. Franz Siegel Fails in the Valley 
b. The Stalemate at Bermuda Hundred and Drewry’s Bluff: Gen. Ben 
Butler Becomes the “Bottle Imp” 
7. The Siege of Petersburg: Grant Builds and Crosses the James River Bridge 
a. The Battle of Trevilian Station: Hampton’s Cavalry Turns Back 
Sheridan’s Cavalry Raid Designed to Distract Lee from Grant’s Crossing 
of the James River 
b. A Brilliant Plan Fails: Beauregard Stops the Halting Movements of 
Baldy Smith and Hancock in First Petersburg Assault (15-18 June 1864) 
c. Jerusalem Plank Road (22-23 June 1864): The Attempt to Flank Lee to 
the South and Cut the Weldon Railroad Only Partially Successful 
d. Lee Sends Jubal Early on a Raid to Washington, D.C. 
e. Grant Begins to Alternate Attacks North and South of the James 
i. The Initial North-South Combination 
A. First Deep Bottom (27-29 July 1864): The Army of the Potomac 
Moves Sluggishly Again 
B. The Battle of the Crater or Petersburg Mine Assault (30 July 
1864): The Use of African American Troops by the North 
ii. Grants Tries a North-South-South Combination 
A. Second Deep Bottom (13-20 August 1864): Probing for a Weak 
Spot as More Reinforcements Leave for Early 
B. Globe Tavern (18-21 August 1864): Grant Extends His Line 
South 
C. Ream’s Station (25 August 1864): The Disintegration of Grant’s 
II Corps. 
iii. Grant Tries a North-South-North Combination 
A. Chaffin’s Farm (28-30 September 1864): Stalemate in Front of 
the Confederate Fortifications 
B. Peebles’ Farm (30 September—2 October 1864): Grant Extends 
His Lines Farther South 
C. New Market Heights (7 October 1864): Another Stalemate 
iv. Grant Tries a Simultaneous North-South Combination 
A. Second Fair Oaks (27-28 October 1864): More Stalemate 
B. First Hatcher’s Run (27 October 1864): Grant Extends His Line 
South But Cannot Supply It 
v. Second Hatcher’s Run or Dabney’s Mills (5—7 February 1865): Grant 
Successful in Holding and Supplying His Extended Line to the South 
E. The Atlanta Campaign: The Emergence of Union Gen. William T. Sherman 
1. Confederate Gen. Joseph Johnston’s Retreat to Atlanta 
a. The Battle of Rocky Face Ridge: Johnston Slips from Sherman’s Trap 
. The Battle of Resaca: Johnston Does It Again 
. Cassville: The Confederates Bungle an Opportunity to Counterattack 
. The Battle of Dallas or New Hope Church: Johnston Recovers Again 
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The Battle of Kennesaw Mountain: Sherman’s Frustration Produces 
Slaughter 
The Battle at the Chattahoochee River: Hood Replaces Johnston 


2. Confederate Gen. John Bell Hood Stands and Fights at Atlanta 
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a. The Battle of Peachtree Creek: Hood’s First Sortie from Atlanta 
b. The Battle of Atlanta: Hood’s Second Sortie from Atlanta 

c. 

d. The Battle of Utoy Creek: Sherman’s Movement Checked 


The Battle of Ezra Church: Hood’s Third Sortie from Atlanta 


The Battle of Jonesboro: The Fall of Atlanta 


F. Confederate Gen. Jubal Early’s Raid on Washington and Union Gen. Philip H. 
Sheridan’s Shenandoah Valley Campaign 
1. Union Gen. David Hunter Wins at Piedmont But Loses at Lynchburg 
2. Early’s Raid on Washington 


a. 
b. 
GC: 


The Battle at the Monocacy River 
The Battle of Ft. Stevens: Lincoln under Fire 
Early Becomes a Perpetual Nuisance 


3. The Second Shenandoah Valley Campaign: Sheridan Destroys Early 


a. 
b. 
Cc. 


d. 
e. 


The Battle of Opequon Creek or Third Winchester: Early Overwhelmed 
The Battle of Fisher’s Hill: Early Seemingly Destroyed 

The Cavalry Battle of Tom’s Brook or the Woodstock Races: Sheridan 
Withdraws 

The Battle of Cedar Creek: Early Strikes Back But Loses 

Waynesboro: “The Crows Will Have to Carry Their Own Provender” 


G. Victory in the Gulf: The Mobile Campaign 
1. The Battle of Mobile Bay and Sinking of the CSS Tennessee: Admiral 
David G. Farragut Damns the Torpedoes 
2. The Battle of Spanish Fort: The City Falls 
H. Wartime Politics in the North 
1. Enacting the Republican Platform of 1860 


a. 


b. 
Cc. 


Agricultural Reforms 
i. The Homestead Act 
ii. The Morrill Land Grant College Act 
The Pacific Railroad Act 
Industrial Programs 
i. The Morrill Tariff 
ii. The National Banking Act 
iii. The Contract Labor Law 


2. The Lincoln and the Conservative Republicans Try Their Hand at 
Reconstruction 


a. 


The Beginnings of the Concept of Reconstruction (1840-1863) 
i. Reconstruction, 1840-1898? 
ii. The Ideology of the Republican Party: The North Determines to 
“Save” the South from Itself, 1840-1860 
iii. Reconstruction during the Secession Crisis, 1860-1861 
iv. The Wartime Experiments with Reconstruction, 1862-1864 
A. The Virginia Experiment and the Creation of Contrabands 
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B. The Port Royal Experiment and Special Field Orders No. 15 
C. John Eaton and the Mississippi Valley Experiment 
D. The Davis Bend Experiment 
b. The First Presidential Plan of Reconstruction, 1863-1865 
i. The Ethridge Conspiracy 
ii. The Proclamation of Amnesty and Reconstruction (8 December 
1863): The Ten Percent Plan and Future Loyalty 
iii. The Louisiana Experiment: Lincoln’s Showcase for Reconstruction 
A. Military Governor Bvt. Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler: “Old 
Spoons” Becomes the “Beast of New Orleans” 
B. Military Governor Bvt. Maj. Gen. Nathaniel Banks and the 
Convention of 1864 
C. Michael Hahn and the First Free State Government of 
Louisiana 
c. The First Congressional Plan of Reconstruction: The Radical 
Republicans Protest Their Exclusion from the Party and the 
Reconstruction Process 
i. The Wade-Davis Bill (2 July 1863): Senator Benjamin F. Wade and 
Representative Henry Winter Davis Demand Majority Rule and 
Ironclad Oaths in the Readmitted South 
ii. Lincoln’s Pocket Veto and the Wade-Davis Manifesto 


. The Election of 1864 


a. The Chase Boom and the Pomeroy Circular 

b. The Radical Democracy 

c. The Union Party Convention 

d. Discontent with the Conduct of the War 

e. The Democrats Miscalculate: The Nomination of Gen. McClellan 


I. The Last Campaigns 


1. 


The March to the Sea: Sherman Makes Georgia Howl 

a. The Battle of Griswoldville 

b. Disaster at Ebenezer Creek: The Federals Abandon Fleeing Slaves to 
Confederate Retaliation 

c. The Battle of Ft. McAllister and the Securing of Savannah 


. The Nashville Campaign 


a. The Mistake at Spring Hill: Hood Lets Schofield Pass Unchallenged 
b. The Battle of Franklin: The Slaughter of Hood’s Generals 
c. The Battle of Nashville: The Only Decisive Battle of the War 


. Last Minute Confederate Domestic Politics 


a. The Hampton Roads Peace Conference 
b. The Third Conscription Act 
c. The Use of African American Soldiers in the South 


. The Carolinas Campaign: Sherman Marches to Victory 


a. The Burning of Columbia 
b. The Battles of Kinston and Averasboro 
c. The Battle of Bentonville 


. Closing the Last Port: The Battle of Wilmington 
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. Wilson’s Selma Raid: Forrest Overwhelmed and Beaten at Last 
. The Surrender of the Confederate Armies 
a. Appomattox Campaign 
i. The Battle of Ft. Stedman (25 March 1865): 
ii. The Battle of Five Forks (1 April 1865) 
iil. Final Petersburg Assault (2 April 1865) 
iv. Richmond Abandoned 
v. Sayler’s Creek and the High Bridge (6 April 1865): Lee Loses 
Half His Army But Slaps at Grant’s Pursuit 
vi. Lee Held up at Farmville 
vii. Appomattox Court House: Lee Surrenders (Palm Sunday, 9 April 
1865) 
b. Johnston Surrenders at Durham Station: The Sherman-Stanton 
Imbroglio 
c. Gen. Richard Taylor Surrenders at Citronelle 
b. Kirby Smith Surrenders at Galveston 
. Palmetto Ranch: The Confederates Win the Last Battle 


J. Lincoln’s Assassination (Good Friday, 14 April 1865) and the End of the Old 
Union 


1 
2 


3 
4 
5 


. The Kilpatrick-Dahlgren Raid: “To Kill Jeff Davis and His Cabinet” 
. The Operations of the Confederate Secret Service 
a. Brig. Gen. Gabriel Rains and the Subterra Shells and Torpedoes (Mines) 
. Capt. Thomas Hines and the Camp Douglas Plot 
. Capt. John Wilkinson, Lt. John Y. Beall, and the Johnson’s Island Plot 
. The Democratic Convention Plot 
. The St. Albans Raid 
. Burning New York City with Greek Fire 
g. Dr. Luke Blackburn and the Yellow Fever Plot 
. John Wilkes Booth and the Abduction Plot 
. The Confederate Campaign of 1865: Blowing up the White House 
. Booth and the Death of Lincoln 
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VII. Creating the New Union: The Historical Problem of Reconstruction 
A. Reconstruction or reconstruction: A Unique and Complex Era of American 


History 
B. The Historiography of Reconstruction: How Historians Have Interpreted the 
Period 
1. “Who Won the Civil War, Anyway?” 
2. The “Dunning School” of Historians 
3. The Black Challenges to Dunning: A. A. Taylor and W. E. Burghardt Du 
Bois 
4. The White Challenge to Dunning: The Revisionists 
5. The Post-Revisionists 
6. The New Synthesis 


VIII. Reconstruction Begins in Earnest (1865) 
A. Theories of Reconstruction 
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. The Southern Theory 
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2. The Presidential Theory 
3. Thaddeus Stevens’s Conquered Provinces Theory 
4. Charles Sumner’s State Suicide Theory 
5. The Shellabarger-Chase Forfeited Rights Theory 
6. The Cox Plan of Reconstruction 
B. Secretary of State William H. Seward: Lincoln’s Heir Apparent 
1. Seward, Senator Jacob Howard, Representative James M. Ashley, and the 
Thirteenth Amendment 
2. Conditions in the South and North in 1865: Philanthropy and Congress 
Intervene 
a. Some Philanthropic Efforts 
i. American Missionary Association 
ii. The Peabody Educational Fund: Barnas Sears and Segregated 
Black Schools in the South 
iii. American Freedmen’s Union Commission 
b. The Government Programs 
i. The Freedmen’s Savings and Trust Company 
ii. George Julian and the Southern Homestead Act: The Real “Forty 
Acres and a Mule” 
iii. The Captured and Abandoned Property Acts of 1863 
iv. The Southern Claims Commission 
v. Bvt. Maj. Gen. Oliver O. Howard and the Bureau of Refugees, 
Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands, 1865 
C. The Second Presidential Plan of Reconstruction: Andrew Johnson and the 
Restoration of the Democratic Party 
1. Andrew Johnson: A Backwoods Politician as President 
2. The Proclamation for Reconstruction (29 May 1865) 
3. Amnesty, Pardon, and Parole 
IX. The Second Congressional Plan: Johnson Alienates the Moderate Republicans 
(1865-1866) 
A. An Ominous Beginning: The Return of Congress to the Capitol 
1. The Election of the “Confederate Brigadiers” 
2. The Black Codes: The Southern States Define the African Americans’ 
Position as Free Persons 
B. The Moderate Republicans and Reconstruction: Senator Lyman Trumbull 
Attempts to Compromise with Johnson 
1. Senator William P. Fessenden and the Joint Committee of Fifteen on 
Reconstruction and the Status of the South in the Union 
2. The Renewal of the Freedmen’s Bureau Bill 
3. The Civil Rights Bill of 1866 
4. Congress Overrides Johnson’s Vetoes: The First Time Congress So Acts 
C. The Second Congressional Plan of Reconstruction: Representative John A. 
Bingham and the Fourteenth Amendment 
D. Johnson Breaks with Congress 
1. The Defeat of the Fourteenth Amendment 
2. The Washington’s Birthday Speech 
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3. Southern Race Riots at Norfolk, Memphis, and New Orleans 
4. The Election of 1866 


a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 


The “Arm-in-Arm” Convention 
The National Union Party 

The “Swing around the Circle” 
The Defeat of Johnson’s Supporters 


X. The Radical Republicans Take Over: Radical Reconstruction 
A. Who Are the Radicals? 
B. The Third Congressional Plan of Reconstruction 
1. The Lame Duck Session of the Thirty-ninth Congress: Preparing the Way 


a. 
. The Command of the Army Act 

. The Tenure of Office Act 

. The First Military Reconstruction Act (2 March 1867): The Third 


ada 


The Act Calling the Fortieth Congress into Extra Session 


Congressional Plan 


2. The Fortieth Congress: Enforcing the Reconstruction Acts 


a. 
b. 
Cc: 


The Second Military Reconstruction Act (23 March 1867) 
The Third Military Reconstruction Act (19 July 1867) 
The Fourth Military Reconstruction Act (11 March 1868) 


C. Congress Emerges on Top 
1. The Theory of Congressional Supremacy 
2. The Court Upholds Loyalty Oaths 


a. 
b. 


Ex Parte Garland (1866) 
Cummings v. Missouri (1866) 


3. Congress Intimidates the Supreme Court 


a 
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. Ex Parte Milligan 

. Reducing the Court’s Size 

. Mississippi v. Johnson (1867) 

. Georgia v. Stanton (1867) 

. Georgia v. Grant (1868) 

. Ex Parte McCardle (1868) and the Habeas Corpus Act of 1867 

. Ex Parte Yerger 

. Texas v. White (1869): The Shellabarger-Chase Theory Defeats Ab Initio 
. Congress Impeaches the President 


a. Initial Efforts to Remove Johnson from Office 


b. 
c. 
d. 


Johnson and the Tenure of Office Act 
The Covode Resolution: The President Impeached 
The President’s Trial and Acquittal by One Vote 


XI. The Participants in Reconstruction 
A. The Scalawags: Southern Whites Who Aided the Reconstruction Effort 
The Brand of Disgrace 


1 
. Joseph E. Brown: The Scalawag as Opportunist 

. Franklin J. Moses Jr.: The Scalawag as Corruptionist 

. James L. Alcorn: The Scalawag as Conservative 

. James Longstreet: The Scalawag as Realist 

. William W. Holden: The Unsuccessful Ku Klux Klan Fighter 
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8. 
9. 


Edmund J. Davis: The Scalawag as Politician 
William G. Brownlow: The Scalawag as Moralist 
Elisha M. Pease: The Scalawag as Unionist 


B. The Carpetbagger: Northerners Who Came South during Reconstruction 


ll. 
. Albert Morgan: The Carpetbagger as Idealist 
. Albion Tourgée: The Carpetbagger as Reformer 
. Milton Littlefield: The Carpetbagger as Corruptionist 
. Henry Clay Warmoth: The Carpetbagger as Power Artist 
. Adelbert Ames: The Carpetbagger as Moralist 
. Daniel Chamberlain: The Carpetbagger as Honest Politician 
. Powell Clayton: The Successful Ku Klux Klan Fighter 

9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 
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A Doubtful Stereotype 


Harrison Reed: The Carpetbagger as Slick Politician 
Robert K. Scott: The Carpetbagger as Spendthrift 
William Pitt Kellogg: The Carpetbagger as Front Man 
Marshall H. Twitchell: The Carpetbagger as Victim 


C. The Soldier: The Enforcers of Reconstruction 


i 
. Maj. Gen. Philip H. Sheridan: The Soldier as Victor 

. Bvt. Maj. Gen. Charles Griffin: The Soldier as Republican 

. Bvt. Maj. Gen. Joseph J. Reynolds: The Soldier as Spoilsman 

. Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott Hancock: The Soldier as Conservative 
. Bvt. Maj. Gen. John M. Schofield: The Soldier as Rebuilder 
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CONSTITUTION OF THE CONFEDERATE STATES 
OF AMERICA, 1861 


Preamble 

We, the people of the Confederate States, each State acting in its 
sovereign and independent character, in order to form a permanent, 
Federal Government, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, 
and secure the blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our posterity — 
invoking the favor and guidance of Almighty God—do ordain and 
establish this Constitution for the Confederate States of America: 


ARTICLE I. 


Section I. 


All legislative powers herein delegated shall be vested in a Congress of 
the Confederate States which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 


Section II. 


1. The House of Representatives shall be composed of members 
chosen every second year by the people of the several States —and 
the electors in each State shall be citizens of the Confederate 
States, and have the qualifications requisite for electors of the 
most numerous branch of the State Legislature; but no person of 
foreign birth, not a citizen of the Confederate States, shall be al- 
lowed to vote for any officer, civil or political, State or Federal. 

2. No person shall be a Representative, who shall not have attained 
the age of twenty-five years and be a citizen of the Confederate 
States, and who shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of that 
State in which he shall be chosen. 

3. Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the 
several States which may be included within this Confederacy ac- 
cording to their respective numbers, which shall be determined by 
adding to the whole number of free persons, including those 
bound to service for a term of years, and excluding Indians not 
taxed, three-fifths of all slaves. The actual enumeration shall be 
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made within three years after the first meeting the Congress of the 
Confederate States, and within every subsequent term of ten 
years, in such manner as they shall, by law, direct. The number of 
Representatives shall not exceed one for every fifty thousand, but 
each State shall have, at least, one Representative; and until such 
enumeration shall be made, the State of South Carolina shall be 
entitled to choose six—the State of Georgia ten—the State of Al- 
abama nine—the State of Florida two—the State of Mississippi 
seven—the State of Louisiana six, and the State of Texas six. 

4. When vacancies happen in the representation from any State, the 
Executive authority thereof shall issue writs of election to fill such 
vacancies. 

5. The House of Representatives shall choose their Speaker and 
other officers; and shall have the sole power of impeachment; ex- 
cept that any judicial or other federal officer resident and acting 
solely within the limits of any State, may be impeached by a vote 
of two-thirds of both branches of the Legislature thereof. 


Section III. 


1. The Senate of the Confederate States shall be composed of two 
Senators from each State, chosen for six years, by the Legislature 
thereof, at the regular session next immediately preceding the 
commencement of the term of service; and each Senator shall 
have one vote. 

2. Immediately after they shall be assembled in consequence of the 
first election, they shall be divided, as equally as may be, into 
three classes. The seats of the Senators of the first class shall be 
vacated at the expiration of the second year, of the second class at 
the expiration of the fourth, and of the third class at the expiration 
of the sixth year, so that one-third may be chosen every second 
year; and if vacancies happen, by resignation or otherwise, during 
the recess of the Legislature of any State, the Executive thereof 
may make temporary appointments until the next meeting of the 
Legislature, which shall then fill such vacancies. 

3. No person shall be a Senator who shall not have attained the age 
of thirty years, and be a citizen of the Confederate States, and who 
shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of the State for which 
shall be chosen. 
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4. The Vice President of the Confederate States shall be President of 
the Senate, but shall have no vote, unless they be equally divided. 

5. The Senate shall choose their other officers, and also a President 
pro tempore, in the absence of the Vice President, or when he shall 
exercise the office of President of the Confederate States. 

6. The Senate shall have the sole power to try all impeachments. 
When sitting for that purpose, they shall be on oath or affirmation. 
When the President of the Confederate States is tried, the Chief 
Justice shall preside; and no person shall be convicted without the 
concurrence of two-thirds of the members present. 

7. Judgment, in cases of impeachment, shall not extend further than 
to removal from office, and disqualification to hold and enjoy any 
office of honor, trust or profit under the Confederate States; but 
the party convicted shall nevertheless be liable and subject to in- 
dictment, trial, judgment and punishment, according to law. 


Section IV. 


1. The times, places and manner of holding elections for Senators 
and Representatives shall be prescribed in each State by the 
Legislature thereof, subject to the provisions of this Constitu- 
tion; but the Congress may, at any time by law, make or alter 
such regulations, except as to the times and places of choosing 
Senators. 

2. The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and such 
meeting shall be on the first Monday in December, unless they 
shall by law appoint a different day. 


Section V. 


1. Each House shall be the judge of the elections, returns and quali- 
fications of its own members, and a majority of each shall consti- 
tute a quorum to do business; but a smaller number may adjourn 
from day to day, and may be authorized to compel the attendance 
of absent members, in such manner and under such penalties as 
each House may provide. 

2. Each House may determine the rules of its proceedings, punish its 
members for disorderly behavior, and, with the concurrence of 
two-thirds of the whole number, expel a member. 
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3. Each House shall keep a journal of its proceedings, and from time 
to time publish the same, excepting such parts as may, in their 
judgment, require secrecy; and the yeas and nays of the members 
of either House on any question shall, at the desire of one-fifth of 
those present, be entered on the journal. 

4. Neither House, during the Session of Congress, shall, without the 
consent of the other, adjourn for more than three days, nor to any 
other place than that in which the two Houses shall be sitting. 


Section VI. 


1. The Senators and Representatives shall receive a compensation 
for their services, to be ascertained by law, and paid out of the 
Treasury of the Confederate States. They shall in all cases, except 
treason, felony, and breach of the peace, be privileged from arrest 
during their attendance at the session of their respective Houses, 
and in going to and returning from the same; and for any speech 
or debate in either House, they shall not be questioned in any other 
place. 

2. No Senator or Representative shall, during the time for which he 
was elected, be appointed to any civil office under the authority of 
the Confederate States, which shall have been created, or the 
emoluments whereof shall have been increased, during such time; 
and no person holding any office under the Confederate States 
shall be a member of either House during his continuance in of- 
fice; but Congress may by law grant to the principal officer in 
each of the Executive Departments a seat upon the floor of either 
House, with the privilege of discussing any measures appertaining 
to his department. 


Section VII. 


1. All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives; but the Senate may propose or concur with amend- 
ments, as on other bills. 

2. Every bill which shall have passed both Houses, shall, before it 
becomes a law, be presented to the President of the Confederate 
States; if he approve, he shall sign it; but if not, he shall return it, 
with his objections, to that House in which it shall have origi- 
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nated, who shall enter the objections at large on their journal, and 
proceed to reconsider it. If, after such reconsideration, two-thirds 
of that House shall agree to pass the bill, it shall be sent, together 
with the objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise 
be reconsidered, and if approved by two-thirds of that House, it 
shall become a law. But in all such cases the votes of both Houses 
shall be determined by yeas and nays, and the names of the per- 
sons voting for and against the bill shall be entered on the journal 
of each House respectively. If any bill shall not be returned by the 
President within ten days (Sundays excepted) after it shall have 
been presented to him, the same shall be a law in like manner as 
if he had signed it, unless the Congress by their adjournment pre- 
vent its return, in which case it shall not be a law. The President 
may approve any appropriation and disapprove any other appro- 
priation in the same bill. In such case he shall, in signing the bill, 
designate the appropriations disapproved; and shall return a copy 
of such appropriations, with his objections, to the House in which 
the bill shall have originated; and the same proceedings shall then 
be had as in case of other bills disapproved by the President. 

3. Every order, resolution, or vote, to which the concurrence of both 
Houses may be necessary, (except on a question of adjournment,) 
shall be presented to the President of the Confederate States; and 
before the same shall take effect, shall be approved by him, or, be- 
ing disapproved by him, shall be re-passed by two-thirds of both 
Houses, according to the rules and limitations prescribed in the 
case of a bill. 


Section VIII. 


The Congress shall have power— 


1. To lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, for revenue 
necessary to pay the debts, provide for the common defense and 
carry on the Government of the Confederate States; but no boun- 
ties shall be granted from the Treasury, nor shall any duties or 
taxes on importations from foreign nations be laid to promote or 
foster any branch of industry; and all duties, imposts and excises 
shall be uniform throughout the Confederate States. 

2. To borrow money on the credit of the Confederate States. 
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3. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 
14, 


15. 


16. 


To regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian tribes; but neither this nor any other 
clause contained in the Constitution shall ever be construed to del- 
egate the power to Congress to appropriate money for any internal 
improvement, intended to facilitate commerce, except for the pur- 
pose of furnishing lights, beacons and buoys, and other aids to 
navigation upon the coasts, and the improvement of harbors and 
the removing of obstructions in river navigation; in all which cases 
such duties shall be laid on the navigation facilitated thereby, as 
may be necessary to pay the costs and expenses thereof. 


. To establish uniform laws of naturalization, and uniform laws on 


the subject of bankruptcies, throughout the Confederate States; 
but no law of Congress shall discharge any debt contracted be- 
fore the passage of the same. 


. To coin money, regulate the value thereof, and of foreign coin, 


and fix the standard of weights and measures. 


. To provide for the punishment of counterfeiting the securities 


and current coin of the Confederate States. 


. To establish post-offices and post-roads: but the expenses of the 


Post-office Department, after the first day of March, in the year 
of our Lord eighteen hundred and sixty-three, shall be paid out 
of its own revenues. 


. To promote the progress of science and useful arts by securing 


for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive right to 
their respective writings and discoveries. 

To constitute tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court. 

To define and punish piracies and felonies committed on the high 
seas and offences against the law of nations. 

To declare war, grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make 
rules concerning captures on land and water. 

To raise and support armies; but no appropriation of money to 
that use shall be for a longer term than two years. 

To provide and maintain a navy. 

To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces. 

To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the 
Confederate States, suppress insurrections, and repel invasions. 
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia, 
and for governing such part of them as may be employed in the 


17. 


18. 
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service of the Confederate States, reserving to the States respec- 
tively the appointment of the officers and the authority of train- 
ing the militia according to the discipline prescribed by Con- 
gress, 

To exercise exclusive legislation, in all cases whatsoever, over 
such district (not exceeding ten miles square) as may, by cession 
of one or more States and the acceptance of Congress, become 
the seat of Government of the Confederate States; and to exer- 
cise like authority over all places purchased, by the consent of 
the Legislature of the State in which the same shall be, for the 
erection of forts, magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other 
needful buildings; and, 

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carry- 
ing into execution the foregoing powers, and all other powers 
vested by this Constitution in the Government of the Confeder- 
ate States, or in any department or officer thereof. 


Section IX. 


1. 


The importation of negroes of the African race from any foreign 
country other than the slaveholding States or Territories of the 
United States of America, is hereby forbidden, and Congress is re- 
quired to pass such laws as shall effectually prevent the same. 


. Congress shall also have power to prohibit the introduction of 


slaves from any State not a member of, or Territory not belonging 
to, this Confederacy. 


. The privilege of the writ of habeas corpus shall not be suspended, 


unless, when in cases of rebellion or invasion, the public safety 
may require it. 


. No bill of attainder, ex post facto law, or law denying or impair- 


ing the right of property in negro slaves, shall be passed. 


. No capitation or other direct tax shall be laid, unless in proportion 


to the census or enumeration herein before directed to be taken. 
No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any State ex- 
cept by a vote of two-thirds of both Houses. 

No preference shall be given by any regulation of commerce, or 
revenue to the ports of one State over those of another. 


. No money shall be drawn from the treasury, but in consequence of 


appropriations made by law; and a regular statement and account 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


of the receipts and expenditures of all public money, shall be 
published from time to time. 


. Congress shall appropriate no money from the Treasury except 


by a vote of two-thirds of both Houses, taken by yeas and nays, 
unless it be asked and estimated for by some one of the Heads of 
Department and submitted to Congress by the President; or for 
the purpose of paying its own expenses and contingencies; or for 
the payment of claims against the Confederate States, the justice 
of which shall have been judicially declared by a tribunal for the 
investigation of claims against the Government, which it is 
hereby made the duty of Congress to establish. 

All bills appropriating money, shall specify, in Federal currency, 
the exact amount of each appropriation, and the purposes for 
which it is made, and Congress shall grant no extra compensa- 
tion to any public contractor, officer agent or servant, after such 
contract shall have been made, or such service rendered. 

No title of nobility shall be granted by the Confederate States and 
no person holding any office of profit or trust under them, shall, 
without the consent of the Congress, accept of any present, emol- 
ument, office, or title of any kind whatever, from any king, 
prince or foreign State. 

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of reli- 
gion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people 
peaceably to assemble and petition the Government for a redress 
of grievances. 

A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free 
State, the right of the People to keep and bear arms, shall not be 
infringed. 

No soldier shall, in time of peace, be quartered in any house, 
without the consent of the owner; nor in time of war, but in a 
manner to be prescribed by law. 

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, pa- 
pers and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall 
not be violated; and no warrant shall issue, but upon probable 
cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describ- 
ing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized. 
No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise in- 
famous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand 
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jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the 
militia, when in actual service in time of war or public danger; 
nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to be twice 
put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor be compelled in any criminal 
case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, lib- 
erty or property, without due process of law; nor shall private 
property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 

17. In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to 
a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and 
district wherein the crime shall have been committed, which dis- 
trict shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be in- 
formed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be con- 
fronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the as- 
sistance of counsel for his defense. 

18. In suits at common law, where the value in controversy shall ex- 
ceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by jury shall be preserved, 
and no fact so tried by a jury shall be otherwise re-examined in 
any court of the Confederacy than according to the rules of the 
common law. 

19. Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines im- 
posed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 

20. Every law, or resolution having the force of law, shall relate to 
but one subject, and that shall be expressed in the title. 


Section X. 


1. No State shall enter into any treaty, alliance or confederation; 
grant letters of marque and reprisal; coin money; make anything 
but gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts; pass any bill 
of attainder, ex post facto law, or law impairing the obligation of 
contracts; or grant any title of nobility. 

2. No State shall, without the consent of the Congress, lay any im- 
posts or duties on imports or exports, except what may be ab- 
solutely necessary for executing its inspection laws; and the net 
produce of all duties and imposts, laid by any State on imports or 
exports, shall be for the use of the Treasury of the Confederate 
States; and all such laws shall be subject to the revision and con- 
trol of Congress. 
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3. No State shall, without the consent of Congress, lay any duty on 
tonnage, except on sea-going vessels, for the improvement of its 
rivers and harbors, navigated by the said vessels; but such duties 
shall not conflict with any treaties of the Confederate States with 
foreign nations; and any surplus revenue thus derived shall, after 
making such improvement, be paid into the common treasury; nor 
shall any State keep troops or ships of war in time of peace, enter 
into any agreement or compact with another State or with a for- 
eign power, or engage in war unless actually invaded, or in such 
imminent danger as will not admit of delay; but when any river di- 
vides or flows through two or more States, they may enter into 
compacts with each other to improve the navigation thereof. 


ARTICLE II. 


Section I. 


1. The Executive power shall be vested in a President of the Con- 
federate States of America. He and the Vice-President shall hold 
their offices for the term of six years; but the President shall not 
be re-eligible. The President and Vice-President shall be elected as 
follows: 

2. Each State shall appoint, in such manner as the Legislature thereof 
may direct, a number of electors, equal to the whole number of 
Senators and Representatives to which the State may be entitled in 
the Congress; but no Senator or Representative, or person holding 
an office of trust or profit under the Confederate States, shall be 
appointed an Elector. 

3. The electors shall meet in their respective States and vote by bal- 
lot for President and Vice-President, one of whom at least shall 
not be an inhabitant of the same State with themselves.—They 
shall name in their ballots the person voted for as President, and 
in distinct ballots the person voted for as Vice-President, and they 
shall make distinct lists of all persons voted for as President and 
of all persons voted for as Vice-President, and of the number of 
votes for each, which lists they shall sign and certify and transmit, 
sealed, to the seat of Government of the Confederate States, di- 
rected to the President of the Senate. The President of the Senate 
shall, in the presence of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
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open all the certificates, and the votes shall then be counted; the 
person having the greatest number of votes for President shall be 
the President, if such number be a majority of the whole number 
of electors appointed, and if no person have such majority, then 
from the persons having the highest numbers not exceeding three 
on the list of those voted for as President, the House of Represen- 
tatives shall choose immediately by ballot the President. But in 
choosing the President the votes shall be taken by States, the Rep- 
resentation from each State having one vote. A quorum for this 
purpose shall consist of a member or members from two-thirds of 
the States and a majority of all the States shall be necessary to a 
choice; and if the House of Representatives shall not choose a 
President, whenever the right of choice shall devolve upon them, 
before the fourth day of March next following, then the Vice Pres- 
ident shall act as President as in case of the death or other consti- 
tutional disability of the President. 

. The person having the greatest number of votes as Vice-President 
shall be the Vice-President, if such number be a majority of the 
whole number of electors appointed; and if no person have a ma- 
jority, then from the two highest numbers on the list the Senate 
shall choose the Vice-President. A quorum for the purpose shall 
consist of two-thirds of the whole number of Senators, and a ma- 
jority of the whole number shall be necessary to a choice. 

. But no person constitutionally ineligible to the office of President 
shall be eligible to that of Vice-President of the Confederate 
States. 

. The Congress may determine the time of choosing the electors, 
and the day on which they shall give their votes, which day shall 
be the same throughout the Confederate States. 

. No person, except a natural born citizen of the Confederate States, 
or a citizen, thereof at the time of the adoption of this Constitu- 
tion, or citizen thereof born in the United States prior to the twen- 
tieth of December, 1860, shall be eligible to the office of Presi- 
dent; neither shall any person be eligible to that office who shall 
not have attained the age of thirty-five years, and been fourteen 
years a resident within the limits of the Confederate States as they 
may exist at the time of his election. 

. In case of the removal of the President from office, or of his death, 
resignation, or inability to discharge the powers and duties of said 
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9 


10. 


office, the same shall devolve on the Vice-President and the Con- 
gress may by law provide for the case of removal, death, resigna- 
tion, or inability, both of the President and Vice-President, declar- 
ing what officer shall then act as President; and such officer shall 
act accordingly until the disability be removed or a President shall 
be elected. 


. The President shall, at stated times, receive for his services a 


compensation, which shall neither be increased nor diminished 
during the period for which he shall have been elected, and he 
shall not receive within that period any other emolument from 
the Confederate States, or any of them. 

Before he enters on the execution of his office, he shall take the 
following oath or affirmation: 

“T do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute the of- 
fice of President of the Confederate States, and will, to the best of 
my ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution thereof.” 


Section II. 


1. 


The President shall be Commander-in-Chief of the army and navy 
of the Confederate States, and of the militia of the several States, 
when called into the actual service of the Confederate States; he 
may require the opinion, in writing, of the principal officer in each 
of the Executive Departments, upon any subject relating to the du- 
ties of their respective offices; and he, shall have power to grant 
reprieves and pardons for offences against the Confederate States, 
except in cases of impeachment. 


. He shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the 


Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concur; and he shall nominate, and by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, other public 
Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the Supreme Court and all other 
officers of the Confederate States, whose appointments are not 
herein otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by 
law; but the Congress may by law vest the appointment of such in- 
ferior officers, as they think proper, in the President alone, in the 
courts of law, or in the Heads of Departments. 


. The principal officer in each of the Executive Departments, and 


all persons connected with the diplomatic service may be removed 
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from office at the pleasure of the President.— All other civil offi- 
cers, of the Executive Department, may be removed at any time 
by the President, or other appointing power, when their services 
are unnecessary, or for dishonesty, incapacity, inefficiency, mis- 
conduct or neglect of duty; and when so removed the removal 
shall be reported to the Senate, together with the reasons therefor. 

4. The President shall have power to fill all vacancies that may hap- 
pen during the recess of the Senate, by granting commissions 
which shall expire at the end of their next session; but no person 
rejected by the Senate shall be reappointed to the same office dur- 
ing their ensuing recess. 


Section III. 


The President shall from time to time, give to the Congress informa- 
tion, of the state of the Confederacy, and recommend to their consider- 
ation such measures as he shall judge necessary and expedient; he may, 
on extraordinary occasions, convene both Houses, or either of them; 
and in case of disagreement between them, with respect to the time of 
adjournment, he may adjourn them to such time as he shall think proper; 
he shall receive Ambassadors and other Public Ministers; he shall take 
care that the laws be faithfully executed, and shall commission all the 
officers of the Confederate States. 


Section IV. 


The President, Vice-President, and all civil officers of the Confeder- 
ate States, shall be removed from office on impeachment for, and con- 
viction of treason, bribery or other high crimes and misdemeanors. 


ARTICLE III. 


Section I. 


1. The judicial power of the Confederate States shall be vested in 
one Supreme Court, and in such inferior courts as the Congress 
may from time to time ordain and establish. The Judges, both of 
the supreme and inferior courts, shall hold their offices during 
good behavior; and shall, at stated times, receive for their services 
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a compensation, which shall not be diminished during their con- 
tinuance in office. 


Section II. 


1. The Judicial power shall extend to all cases arising under this 
Constitution, the laws of the Confederate States, and treaties 
made, or which shall be made, under their authority; to all cases 
affecting Ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls; to all 
cases of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction; to controversies to 
which the Confederate States shall be a party; to controversies 
between two or more States; between a State and citizen of an- 
other State, where the State is plaintiff; between citizens claim- 
ing lands under grants of different States; and between a State, 
or the citizens thereof, and foreign States, citizens, or subjects; 
but no State shall be sued by a citizen or subject of any foreign 
State. 

2. In all cases affecting Ambassadors, other public Ministers and 
Consuls, and those in which a State shall be a party, the Supreme 
Court shall have original jurisdiction. In all the other cases before 
mentioned, the Supreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction, 
both as to law and fact, with such exceptions and under such reg- 
ulations as the Congress shall make. 

3. The trial of all crimes, except in cases of impeachment, shall be 
by jury; and such trial shall be held in the State where the said 
crimes shall have been committed; but when not committed 
within any State, the trial shall be at such place or places as the 
Congress may by law have directed. 


Section III. 


1. Treason against the Confederate States shall consist only in levy- 
ing war against them, or in adhering to their enemies, giving them 
aid and comfort. No person shall be convicted of treason unless on 
the testimony of two witnesses to the same overt act, or on con- 
fession in open court. 

2. The Congress shall have power to declare the punishment of trea- 
son, but no attainder of treason shall work corruption of blood, or 
forfeiture, except during the life of the person attainted. 


DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE CIVIL WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION @ 891 
ARTICLE IV. 


Section I. 


1. Full faith and credit shall be given in each State to the public acts, 
records and judicial proceedings of every other State. And the Con- 
gress may by general laws prescribe the manner in which such acts, 
records and proceedings shall be proved, and the effect thereof. 


Section II. 


1. The citizens, of each State shall be entitled to all the privileges and 
immunities of citizens in the several States, and shall have the 
right of transit and sojourn in any State of this Confederacy, with 
their slaves and other property; and the right of property in said 
slaves shall not be thereby impaired. 

2. Aperson charged in any State with treason, felony or other crime, 
against the laws of such State, who shall flee from justice, and be 
found in another State, shall, on demand of the Executive author- 
ity of the State from which he fled, be delivered up, to be removed 
to the State having jurisdiction of the crime. 

3. No slave or other person held to service or labor in any State or 
Territory of the Confederate States, under the laws thereof, escap- 
ing, or lawfully carried into another, shall, in consequence of any 
law or regulation therein, be discharged from such service or la- 
bor; but shall be delivered up on claim of the party to whom such 
slave belongs, or to whom such service or labor may be due. 


Section III. 


1. Other States may be admitted into this Confederacy by a vote of 
two-thirds of the whole House of Representatives, and two-thirds 
of the Senate —the Senate voting, by States; but no new State shall 
be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any, other State; 
nor any State be formed by the junction of two or more States or 
parts of States, without the consent of the Legislatures of the 
States concerned, as well as of the Congress. 

2. The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all need- 
ful rules and regulations concerning the property of the Confeder- 
ate States, including the lands thereof. 
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3. The Confederate States may acquire new territory, and Con- 
gress shall have power to legislate and provide governments for 
the inhabitants of all territory belonging to the Confederate 
States lying without the limits of the several States, and may 
permit them, at such times and in such manner as it may by law 
provide, to form States to be admitted into the Confederacy. In 
all such territory, the institution of negro slavery, as it now ex- 
ists in the Confederate States, shall be recognized and protected 
by Congress, and by the Territorial Government; and the inhab- 
itants of the several Confederate States and Territories shall 
have the right to take to such territory any slaves lawfully held 
by them, in any of the States or Territories of the Confederate 
States. 

4. The Confederate States shall guarantee to every State that now is, 
or hereafter may become, a member of this Confederacy, a repub- 
lican form of government, and shall protect each of them against 
invasion; and on application of the Legislature, or of the Execu- 
tive when the Legislature is not in session, against domestic vio- 
lence. 


ARTICLE V. 


Section I. 


1. Upon the demand of any three States, legally assembled in their 
several Conventions, the Congress shall summon a Convention 
of all the States to take into consideration such amendments to 
the Constitution as the said States shall concur in suggesting at 
the time when the said demand is made; and should any of the 
proposed amendments to the Constitution be agreed on by the 
said Convention, voting by States, and the same be ratified by 
the Legislatures of two-thirds of the several States, or by Con- 
ventions in two-thirds thereof, as the one or the other mode of 
ratification may be proposed by the General Convention, they 
shall thenceforward form a part of this Constitution. But no State 
shall, without its consent, be deprived of its equal representation 
in the Senate. 
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Section I. 


The Government established by this Constitution is the successor of 
the Provisional Government of the Confederate States of America, and 
all the laws passed by the latter shall continue in force until the same 
shall be repealed or modified; and all the officers appointed by the same 
shall remain in office until their successors are appointed and qualified, 
or the offices abolished. 


Section II. 


All debts contracted and engagements entered into before the adop- 
tion of this Constitution, shall be as valid against the Confederate 
States, under this Constitution, as under the Provisional Government. 


Section III. 


This Constitution and the laws of the Confederate States, made in 
pursuance thereof, and all treaties made, or which shall be made under 
the authority of the Confederate States, shall be the supreme law of the 
land; and the Judges in every State shall be bound thereby, anything in 
the Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding. 


Section IV. 


The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the mem- 
bers of the several State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial of- 
ficers, both of the Confederate States and of the several States, shall be 
bound by oath or affirmation to support this Constitution; but no reli- 
gious test shall ever be required as a qualification to any office or pub- 
lic trust under the Confederate States. 


Section V. 


The enumeration in the Constitution of certain rights shall not be con- 
strued to deny or disparage others retained by the people of the several 
States. 
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Section VI. 


The powers not delegated to the Confederate States by the Constitu- 
tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respec- 
tively, or to the people thereof. 


ARTICLE VII. 


1. The ratification of the Conventions of five States shall be suffi- 
cient for the establishment of this Constitution between the States 
so ratifying the same. 

2. When five States shall have ratified this Constitution, in the man- 
ner before specified, the Congress, under the Provisional Constitu- 
tion, shall prescribe the time for holding the election of President 
and Vice-President, and for the meeting of the electoral college, 
and for counting the votes, and inaugurating the President. They 
shall also prescribe the time for holding the first election of mem- 
bers of Congress under this Constitution, and the time for assem- 
bling the same. Until the assembling of such Congress, the Con- 
gress under the Provisional Constitution shall continue to exercise 
the legislative powers granted them, not extending beyond the time 
limited by the Constitution of the Provisional Government. 


Extract from the Journal of the Congress 
CONGRESS, March 11, 1861 


On the question of the adoption of the Constitution of the Confeder- 
ate States of America, the vote was taken by yeas and nays; and the 
Constitution was unanimously adopted, as follows: 

Those who voted in the affirmative being Messrs. Walker, Smith, 
Curry, Hale, McRae, Shorter and Fern, of Alabama, (Messrs. Chilton and 
Lewis being absent); Messrs. Morton, Anderson and Owens, of Florida; 
Messrs. Toombs, Howell Cobb, Bartow, Nisbet, Hill, Wright, Thomas R. 
R. Cobb and Stephens, of Georgia, (Messrs. Crawford and Kenan being 
absent); Messrs. Perkins, DeClonet, Conrad, Kenner, Sparrow and Mar- 
shall, of Louisiana; Messrs. Harris, Brooke, Wilson, Clayton, Barry and 
Harrison, of Mississippi; (Mr. Campbell being absent), Messrs. Rhett, 
Barnwell, Keitt, Chesnut, Memminger, Miles, Withers and Boyce, of 
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South Carolina; Messrs. Reagan, Hemphill, Waul, Gregg, Oldham and 
Ochiltree, of Texas (Mr. Wigfall being absent.) 


A true copy: 
J.J. HOOPER, 
Secretary of the Congress. 


CONGRESS, March 11, 1861. 


I do hereby certify that the foregoing are, respectively, true and cor- 
rect copies of “The Constitution of the Confederate States of America,” 
unanimously adopted this day, and of the yeas and nays, on the question 
of the adoption thereof. 


HOWELL COBB, 
President of the Congress. 


CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AS OF 1860 


Preamble 

We the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect 
union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the 
common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings 
of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this 
Constitution for the United States of America. 


ARTICLE | 


Section 1. 


All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of 
the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


Section 2. 


The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen 
every second year by the people of the several states, and the electors in 


896 © APPENDIX 


each state shall have the qualifications requisite for electors of the most 
numerous branch of the state legislature. 

No person shall be a Representative who shall not have attained to 
the age of twenty five years, and been seven years a citizen of the 
United States, and who shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of that 
state in which he shall be chosen. 

Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the sev- 
eral states which may be included within this union, according to their 
respective numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the whole 
number of free persons, including those bound to service for a term of 
years, and excluding Indians not taxed, three fifths of all other Persons. 
The actual Enumeration shall be made within three years after the first 
meeting of the Congress of the United States, and within every subse- 
quent term of ten years, in such manner as they shall by law direct. The 
number of Representatives shall not exceed one for every thirty thou- 
sand, but each state shall have at least one Representative; and until 
such enumeration shall be made, the state of New Hampshire shall be 
entitled to chose three, Massachusetts eight, Rhode Island and Provi- 
dence Plantations one, Connecticut five, New York six, New Jersey 
four, Pennsylvania eight, Delaware one, Maryland six, Virginia ten, 
North Carolina five, South Carolina five, and Georgia three. 

When vacancies happen in the Representation from any state, the 
executive authority thereof shall issue writs of election to fill such va- 
cancies. 

The House of Representatives shall choose their speaker and other 
officers; and shall have the sole power of impeachment. 


Section 3. 


The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Senators 
from each state, chosen by the legislature thereof, for six years; and 
each Senator shall have one vote. 

Immediately after they shall be assembled in consequence of the first 
election, they shall be divided as equally as may be into three classes. 
The seats of the Senators of the first class shall be vacated at the expi- 
ration of the second year, of the second class at the expiration of the 
fourth year, and the third class at the expiration of the sixth year, so that 
one third may be chosen every second year; and if vacancies happen by 
resignation, or otherwise, during the recess of the legislature of any 
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state, the executive thereof may make temporary appointments until the 
next meeting of the legislature, which shall then fill such vacancies. 

No person shall be a Senator who shall not have attained to the age 
of thirty years, and been nine years a citizen of the United States and 
who shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of that state for which he 
shall be chosen. 

The Vice President of the United States shall be President of the Sen- 
ate, but shall have no vote, unless they be equally divided. 

The Senate shall choose their other officers, and also a President pro 
tempore, in the absence of the Vice President, or when he shall exercise 
the office of President of the United States. 

The Senate shall have the sole power to try all impeachments. When 
sitting for that purpose, they shall be on oath or affirmation. When the 
President of the United States is tried, the Chief Justice shall preside: 
And no person shall be convicted without the concurrence of two thirds 
of the members present. 

Judgment in cases of impeachment shall not extend further than to re- 
moval from office, and disqualification to hold and enjoy any office of 
honor, trust or profit under the United States: but the party convicted 
shall nevertheless be liable and subject to indictment, trial, judgment 
and punishment, according to law. 


Section 4. 


The times, places and manner of holding elections for Senators and 
Representatives, shall be prescribed in each state by the legislature 
thereof; but the Congress may at any time by law make or alter such 
regulations, except as to the places of choosing Senators. 

The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and such 
meeting shall be on the first Monday in December, unless they shall by 
law appoint a different day. 


Section 5. 


Each House shall be the judge of the elections, returns and qualifica- 
tions of its own members, and a majority of each shall constitute a quo- 
rum to do business; but a smaller number may adjourn from day to day, 
and may be authorized to compel the attendance of absent members, in 
such manner, and under such penalties as each House may provide. 
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Each House may determine the rules of its proceedings, punish its 
members for disorderly behavior, and, with the concurrence of two 
thirds, expel a member. 

Each House shall keep a journal of its proceedings, and from time to 
time publish the same, excepting such parts as may in their judgment re- 
quire secrecy; and the yeas and nays of the members of either House on 
any question shall, at the desire of one fifth of those present, be entered 
on the journal. 

Neither House, during the session of Congress, shall, without the 
consent of the other, adjourn for more than three days, nor to any other 
place than that in which the two Houses shall be sitting. 


Section 6. 


The Senators and Representatives shall receive a compensation for 
their services, to be ascertained by law, and paid out of the treasury of 
the United States. They shall in all cases, except treason, felony and 
breach of the peace, be privileged from arrest during their attendance at 
the session of their respective Houses, and in going to and returning 
from the same; and for any speech or debate in either House, they shall 
not be questioned in any other place. 

No Senator or Representative shall, during the time for which he was 
elected, be appointed to any civil office under the authority of the 
United States, which shall have been created, or the emoluments 
whereof shall have been increased during such time: and no person 
holding any office under the United States, shall be a member of either 
House during his continuance in office. 


Section 7. 


All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives; but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments as 
on other Bills. 

Every bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, shall, before it become a law, be presented to the President 
of the United States; if he approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall re- 
turn it, with his objections to that House in which it shall have origi- 
nated, who shall enter the objections at large on their journal, and pro- 
ceed to reconsider it. If after such reconsideration two thirds of that 
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House shall agree to pass the bill, it shall be sent, together with the ob- 
jections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise be reconsidered, 
and if approved by two thirds of that House, it shall become a law. But 
in all such cases the votes of both Houses shall be determined by yeas 
and nays, and the names of the persons voting for and against the bill 
shall be entered on the journal of each House respectively. If any bill 
shall not be returned by the President within ten days (Sundays ex- 
cepted) after it shall have been presented to him, the same shall be a law, 
in like manner as if he had signed it, unless the Congress by their ad- 
journment prevent its return, in which case it shall not be a law. 

Every order, resolution, or vote to which the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives may be necessary (except on a ques- 
tion of adjournment) shall be presented to the President of the United 
States; and before the same shall take effect, shall be approved by him, 
or being disapproved by him, shall be repassed by two thirds of the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives, according to the rules and limitations 
prescribed in the case of a bill. 


Section 8. 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, im- 
posts and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense 
and general welfare of the United States; but all duties, imposts and ex- 
cises shall be uniform throughout the United States; 


To borrow money on the credit of the United States; 

To regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several 
states, and with the Indian tribes; 

To establish a uniform rule of naturalization, and uniform laws on the 
subject of bankruptcies throughout the United States; 

To coin money, regulate the value thereof, and of foreign coin, and 
fix the standard of weights and measures; 

To provide for the punishment of counterfeiting the securities and 
current coin of the United States; 

To establish post offices and post roads; 

To promote the progress of science and useful arts, by securing for 
limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their 
respective writings and discoveries; 

To constitute tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court; 
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To define and punish piracies and felonies committed on the high 
seas, and offenses against the law of nations; 

To declare war, grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make rules 
concerning captures on land and water; 

To raise and support armies, but no appropriation of money to that 
use shall be for a longer term than two years; 

To provide and maintain a navy; 

To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces; 

To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the 
union, suppress insurrections and repel invasions; 

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the militia, and 
for governing such part of them as may be employed in the service 
of the United States, reserving to the states respectively, the ap- 
pointment of the officers, and the authority of training the militia 
according to the discipline prescribed by Congress; 

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such 
District (not exceeding ten miles square) as may, by cession of par- 
ticular states, and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of 
the government of the United States, and to exercise like authority 
over all places purchased by the consent of the legislature of the 
state in which the same shall be, for the erection of forts, maga- 
zines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings; — And 

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested 
by this Constitution in the government of the United States, or in 
any department or officer thereof. 


Section 9. 


The migration or importation of such persons as any of the states now 
existing shall think proper to admit, shall not be prohibited by the Con- 
gress prior to the year one thousand eight hundred and eight, but a tax 
or duty may be imposed on such importation, not exceeding ten dollars 
for each person. 

The privilege of the writ of habeas corpus shall not be suspended, un- 
less when in cases of rebellion or invasion the public safety may require it. 

No bill of attainder or ex post facto Law shall be passed. 

No capitation, or other direct, tax shall be laid, unless in proportion 
to the census or enumeration herein before directed to be taken. 
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No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any state. 

No preference shall be given by any regulation of commerce or revenue 
to the ports of one state over those of another: nor shall vessels bound to, 
or from, one state, be obliged to enter, clear or pay duties in another. 

No money shall be drawn from the treasury, but in consequence of 
appropriations made by law; and a regular statement and account of re- 
ceipts and expenditures of all public money shall be published from 
time to time. 

No title of nobility shall be granted by the United States: and no per- 
son holding any office of profit or trust under them, shall, without the 
consent of the Congress, accept of any present, emolument, office, or ti- 
tle, of any kind whatever, from any king, prince, or foreign state. 


Section 10. 


No state shall enter into any treaty, alliance, or confederation; grant 
letters of marque and reprisal; coin money; emit bills of credit; make 
anything but gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts; pass any 
bill of attainder, ex post facto law, or law impairing the obligation of 
contracts, or grant any title of nobility. 

No state shall, without the consent of the Congress, lay any imposts 
or duties on imports or exports, except what may be absolutely neces- 
sary for executing it’s inspection laws: and the net produce of all duties 
and imposts, laid by any state on imports or exports, shall be for the use 
of the treasury of the United States; and all such laws shall be subject to 
the revision and control of the Congress. 

No state shall, without the consent of Congress, lay any duty of ton- 
nage, keep troops, or ships of war in time of peace, enter into any agree- 
ment or compact with another state, or with a foreign power, or engage 
in war, unless actually invaded, or in such imminent danger as will not 
admit of delay. 


ARTICLE II 


Section 1. 


The executive power shall be vested in a President of the United 
States of America. He shall hold his office during the term of four years, 
and, together with the Vice President, chosen for the same term, be 
elected, as follows: 
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Each state shall appoint, in such manner as the Legislature thereof 
may direct, a number of electors, equal to the whole number of Sena- 
tors and Representatives to which the State may be entitled in the Con- 
gress: but no Senator or Representative, or person holding an office of 
trust or profit under the United States, shall be appointed an elector. 

The electors shall meet in their respective states, and vote by ballot for 
two persons, of whom one at least shall not be an inhabitant of the same 
state with themselves. And they shall make a list of all the persons voted 
for, and of the number of votes for each; which list they shall sign and 
certify, and transmit sealed to the seat of the government of the United 
States, directed to the President of the Senate. The President of the Sen- 
ate shall, in the presence of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
open all the certificates, and the votes shall then be counted. The person 
having the greatest number of votes shall be the President, if such num- 
ber be a majority of the whole number of electors appointed; and if there 
be more than one who have such majority, and have an equal number of 
votes, then the House of Representatives shall immediately choose by 
ballot one of them for President; and if no person have a majority, then 
from the five highest on the list the said House shall in like manner 
choose the President. But in choosing the President, the votes shall be 
taken by States, the representation from each state having one vote; A 
quorum for this purpose shall consist of a member or members from two 
thirds of the states, and a majority of all the states shall be necessary to 
a choice. In every case, after the choice of the President, the person hav- 
ing the greatest number of votes of the electors shall be the Vice Presi- 
dent. But if there should remain two or more who have equal votes, the 
Senate shall choose from them by ballot the Vice President. 

The Congress may determine the time of choosing the electors, and 
the day on which they shall give their votes; which day shall be the 
same throughout the United States. 

No person except a natural born citizen, or a citizen of the United 
States, at the time of the adoption of this Constitution, shall be eligible 
to the office of President; neither shall any person be eligible to that of- 
fice who shall not have attained to the age of thirty five years, and been 
fourteen Years a resident within the United States. 

In case of the removal of the President from office, or of his death, 
resignation, or inability to discharge the powers and duties of the said 
office, the same shall devolve on the Vice President, and the Congress 
may by law provide for the case of removal, death, resignation or in- 
ability, both of the President and Vice President, declaring what officer 
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shall then act as President, and such officer shall act accordingly, until 
the disability be removed, or a President shall be elected. 

The President shall, at stated times, receive for his services, a com- 
pensation, which shall neither be increased nor diminished during the 
period for which he shall have been elected, and he shall not receive 
within that period any other emolument from the United States, or any 
of them. 

Before he enter on the execution of his office, he shall take the fol- 
lowing oath or affirmation: —“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will 
faithfully execute the office of President of the United States, and will 
to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution 
of the United States.” 


Section 2. 


The President shall be commander in chief of the Army and Navy of 
the United States, and of the militia of the several states, when called 
into the actual service of the United States; he may require the opinion, 
in writing, of the principal officer in each of the executive departments, 
upon any subject relating to the duties of their respective offices, and he 
shall have power to grant reprieves and pardons for offenses against the 
United States, except in cases of impeachment. 

He shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, to make treaties, provided two thirds of the Senators present con- 
cur; and he shall nominate, and by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, shall appoint ambassadors, other public ministers and con- 
suls, judges of the Supreme Court, and all other officers of the United 
States, whose appointments are not herein otherwise provided for, and 
which shall be established by law: but the Congress may by law vest the 
appointment of such inferior officers, as they think proper, in the Pres- 
ident alone, in the courts of law, or in the heads of departments. 

The President shall have power to fill up all vacancies that may hap- 
pen during the recess of the Senate, by granting commissions which 
shall expire at the end of their next session. 


Section 3. 


He shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the state 
of the union, and recommend to their consideration such measures as he 
shall judge necessary and expedient; he may, on extraordinary occasions, 
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convene both Houses, or either of them, and in case of disagreement be- 
tween them, with respect to the time of adjournment, he may adjourn 
them to such time as he shall think proper; he shall receive ambassadors 
and other public ministers; he shall take care that the laws be faithfully 
executed, and shall commission all the officers of the United States. 


Section 4. 


The President, Vice President and all civil officers of the United 
States, shall be removed from office on impeachment for, and convic- 
tion of, treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors. 


ARTICLE III 


Section 1. 


The judicial power of the United States, shall be vested in one 
Supreme Court, and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from 
time to time ordain and establish. The judges, both of the supreme and 
inferior courts, shall hold their offices during good behaviour, and shall, 
at stated times, receive for their services, a compensation, which shall 
not be diminished during their continuance in office. 


Section 2. 


The judicial power shall extend to all cases, in law and equity, aris- 
ing under this Constitution, the laws of the United States, and treaties 
made, or which shall be made, under their authority;—to all cases af- 
fecting ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls;—to all cases 
of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction; —to controversies to which the 
United States shall be a party;—to controversies between two or more 
states; between a state and citizens of another state;—between citi- 
zens of different states;—between citizens of the same state claiming 
lands under grants of different states, and between a state, or the citizens 
thereof, and foreign states, citizens or subjects. 

In all cases affecting ambassadors, other public ministers and con- 
suls, and those in which a state shall be party, the Supreme Court shall 
have original jurisdiction. In all the other cases before mentioned, the 
Supreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction, both as to law and 
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fact, with such exceptions, and under such regulations as the Congress 
shall make. 

The trial of all crimes, except in cases of impeachment, shall be by 
jury; and such trial shall be held in the state where the said crimes shall 
have been committed; but when not committed within any state, the 
trial shall be at such place or places as the Congress may by law have 
directed. 


Section 3. 


Treason against the United States, shall consist only in levying war 
against them, or in adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and com- 
fort. No person shall be convicted of treason unless on the testimony of 
two witnesses to the same overt act, or on confession in open court. 

The Congress shall have power to declare the punishment of treason, 
but no attainder of treason shall work corruption of blood, or forfeiture 
except during the life of the person attainted. 


ARTICLE IV 


Section 1. 


Full faith and credit shall be given in each state to the public acts, 
records, and judicial proceedings of every other state. And the Congress 
may by general laws prescribe the manner in which such acts, records, 
and proceedings shall be proved, and the effect thereof. 


Section 2. 


The citizens of each state shall be entitled to all privileges and im- 
munities of citizens in the several states. 

A person charged in any state with treason, felony, or other crime, 
who shall flee from justice, and be found in another state, shall on de- 
mand of the executive authority of the state from which he fled, be de- 
livered up, to be removed to the state having jurisdiction of the crime. 

No person held to service or labor in one state, under the laws thereof, 
escaping into another, shall, in consequence of any law or regulation 
therein, be discharged from such service or labor, but shall be delivered 
up on claim of the party to whom such service or labor may be due. 
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Section 3. 


New states may be admitted by the Congress into this union; but no 
new states shall be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any other 
state; nor any state be formed by the junction of two or more states, or 
parts of states, without the consent of the legislatures of the states con- 
cerned as well as of the Congress. 

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules 
and regulations respecting the territory or other property belonging to the 
United States; and nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
prejudice any claims of the United States, or of any particular state. 


Section 4. 


The United States shall guarantee to every state in this union a re- 
publican form of government, and shall protect each of them against in- 
vasion; and on application of the legislature, or of the executive (when 
the legislature cannot be convened) against domestic violence. 


ARTICLE V 


The Congress, whenever two thirds of both houses shall deem it neces- 
sary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or, on the applica- 
tion of the legislatures of two thirds of the several states, shall call a 
convention for proposing amendments, which, in either case, shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes, as part of this Constitution, when rati- 
fied by the legislatures of three fourths of the several states, or by con- 
ventions in three fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratifi- 
cation may be proposed by the Congress; provided that no amendment 
which may be made prior to the year one thousand eight hundred and 
eight shall in any manner affect the first and fourth clauses in the ninth 
section of the first article; and that no state, without its consent, shall be 
deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate. 


ARTICLE VI 


All debts contracted and engagements entered into, before the adoption 
of this Constitution, shall be as valid against the United States under 
this Constitution, as under the Confederation. 
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This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be 
made in pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be 
made, under the authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law 
of the land; and the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, any- 
thing in the Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwith- 
standing. 

The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the mem- 
bers of the several state legislatures, and all executive and judicial offi- 
cers, both of the United States and of the several states, shall be bound 
by oath or affirmation, to support this Constitution; but no religious test 
shall ever be required as a qualification to any office or public trust un- 
der the United States. 


ARTICLE VII 


The ratification of the conventions of nine states, shall be sufficient for 
the establishment of this Constitution between the states so ratifying the 
same. 

Done in convention by the unanimous consent of the states present 
the seventeenth day of September in the year of our Lord one thousand 
seven hundred and eighty seven and of the independence of the United 
States of America the twelfth. In witness whereof We have hereunto 
subscribed our Names, 

G. Washington 

—Presidt. and deputy from Virginia 

New Hampshire: 

John Langdon, Nicholas Gilman 

Massachusetts: 

Nathaniel Gorham, Rufus King 

Connecticut: 

Wm. Saml. Johnson, Roger Sherman 

New York: 

Alexander Hamilton 

New Jersey: 

Wil. Livingston, David Brearly, Wm. Paterson, Jona. Dayton 


Pennsylvania: 
B. Franklin, Thomas Mifflin, Robt. Morris, Geo. Clymer, Thos. 
FitzSimons, Jared Ingersoll, James Wilson, Gouv Morris 
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Delaware: 
Geo. Read, Gunning Bedford jr, John Dickinson, Richard Bassett, 
Jaco. Broom 


Maryland: 

James McHenry, Dan of St Thos. Jenifer, Danl Carroll 
Virginia: 

John Blair, James Madison, Jr. 


North Carolina: 
Wm. Blount, Richd. Dobbs Spaight, Hu Williamson 


South Carolina: 

J. Rutledge, Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, Charles Pinckney, Pierce 
Butler 

Georgia: 

William Few, Abr Baldwin 


AMENDMENTS TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION BEFORE 1860 


The Bill of Rights 
Amendment | (1791) 


Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of 
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peace- 
ably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of 
grievances. 


Amendment II (1791) 


A well regulated militia, being necessary to the security of a free 
state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms, shall not be in- 
fringed. 


Amendment III (1791) 


No soldier shall, in time of peace be quartered in any house, without 
the consent of the owner, nor in time of war, but in a manner to be pre- 
scribed by law. 
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Amendment IV (1791) 


The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, 
and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be vi- 
olated, and no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported 
by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be 
searched, and the persons or things to be seized. 


Amendment V (1791) 


No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous 
crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand jury, except in 
cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual 
service in time of war or public danger; nor shall any person be subject 
for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall 
be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be 
deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall 
private property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 


Amendment VI (1791) 


In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a 
speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the state and district 
wherein the crime shall have been committed, which district shall have 
been previously ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature 
and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against 
him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, 
and to have the assistance of counsel for his defense. 


Amendment VII (1791) 


In suits at common law, where the value in controversy shall exceed 
twenty dollars, the right of trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact 
tried by a jury, shall be otherwise reexamined in any court of the United 
States, than according to the rules of the common law. 


Amendment VIII (1791) 


Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor 
cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 
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Amendment IX (1791) 


The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be 
construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people. 


Amendment X (1791) 


The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the states respectively, 
or to the people. 


Other Pre—Civil War Amendments 
Amendment XI (1798) 


The judicial power of the United States shall not be construed to ex- 
tend to any suit in law or equity, commenced or prosecuted against one 
of the United States by citizens of another state, or by citizens or sub- 
jects of any foreign state. 


Amendment XII (1804) 


The electors shall meet in their respective states and vote by ballot for 
President and Vice-President, one of whom, at least, shall not be an in- 
habitant of the same state with themselves; they shall name in their bal- 
lots the person voted for as President, and in distinct ballots the person 
voted for as Vice-President, and they shall make distinct lists of all per- 
sons voted for as President, and of all persons voted for as Vice-Presi- 
dent, and of the number of votes for each, which lists they shall sign and 
certify, and transmit sealed to the seat of the government of the United 
States, directed to the President of the Senate;—The President of the 
Senate shall, in the presence of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives, open all the certificates and the votes shall then be counted; — the 
person having the greatest number of votes for President, shall be the 
President, if such number be a majority of the whole number of electors 
appointed; and if no person have such majority, then from the persons 
having the highest numbers not exceeding three on the list of those 
voted for as President, the House of Representatives shall choose im- 
mediately, by ballot, the President. But in choosing the President, the 
votes shall be taken by states, the representation from each state having 
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one vote; a quorum for this purpose shall consist of a member or mem- 
bers from two-thirds of the states, and a majority of all the states shall 
be necessary to a choice. And if the House of Representatives shall not 
choose a President whenever the right of choice shall devolve upon 
them, before the fourth day of March next following, then the Vice- 
President shall act as President, as in the case of the death or other con- 
stitutional disability of the President. The person having the greatest 
number of votes as Vice-President, shall be the Vice-President, if such 
number be a majority of the whole number of electors appointed, and if 
no person have a majority, then from the two highest numbers on the 
list, the Senate shall choose the Vice-President; a quorum for the pur- 
pose shall consist of two-thirds of the whole number of Senators, and a 
majority of the whole number shall be necessary to a choice. But no per- 
son constitutionally ineligible to the office of President shall be eligible 
to that of Vice-President of the United States. 


POST-CIVIL WAR AMENDMENTS 


Amendment XIII (1865) 
Section 1. 


Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for 
crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist 
within the United States, or any place subject to their jurisdiction. 


Section 2. 


Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate leg- 
islation. 


Amendment XIV (1868) 
Section 1. 


All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the state 
wherein they reside. No state shall make or enforce any law which shall 
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor 
shall any state deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without 
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due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the 
equal protection of the laws. 


Section 2. 


Representatives shall be apportioned among the several states ac- 
cording to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of per- 
sons in each state, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to 
vote at any election for the choice of electors for President and Vice 
President of the United States, Representatives in Congress, the execu- 
tive and judicial officers of a state, or the members of the legislature 
thereof, is denied to any of the male inhabitants of such state, being 
twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the United States, or in any way 
abridged, except for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the basis 
of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion which the 
number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male 
citizens twenty-one years of age in such state. 


Section 3. 


No person shall be a Senator or Representative in Congress, or elec- 
tor of President and Vice President, or hold any office, civil or military, 
under the United States, or under any state, who, having previously 
taken an oath, as a member of Congress, or as an officer of the United 
States, or as a member of any state legislature, or as an executive or ju- 
dicial officer of any state, to support the Constitution of the United 
States, shall have engaged in insurrection or rebellion against the same, 
or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But Congress may by a 
vote of two-thirds of each House, remove such disability. 


Section 4. 


The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, 
including debts incurred for payment of pensions and bounties for ser- 
vices in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. 
But neither the United States nor any state shall assume or pay any debt 
or obligation incurred in aid of insurrection or rebellion against the 
United States, or any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave; but 
all such debts, obligations and claims shall be held illegal and void. 
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Section 5. 


The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, 
the provisions of this article. 


Amendment XV (1870) 
Section 1. 


The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States or by any state on account of race, 
color, or previous condition of servitude. 


Section 2. 


The Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation. 
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